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PREFACE 



S esame Street was shown on 'Israeli television in the fall 
and winter of/1971-72. When U became known that Sesame Street was 
about to be broadcast, the curiosity of researchers at the Hebrew 
Umversit£of Jerusalem arose because the broadcast provided 
unique opportunity to study th^ effects of a highly sophisticated 
television program on televi sic n-unsophi sticated childre^ The \ 
study was initiated under tremi(iclou$ time and financial pressure?', 
and It would never have been carrfted out without the devotion of 
Lewis Bernstein, Sol Ea^l stein, ^*bWah Malve, Allen Mintzberg, ^ 
Rachel and liana' Finkel stein , and LeSr^ Welner. 

^ \ 

The Children's Televisioh Work ;hop (CTW) couldi a^ that 



time provide us only with moral encou 
* 

are) thankful for that. At timeSs we 



^agement and we were (and 
needed that encouragement 



very badly. Since had no real connection with the study, U 

\ 

is therefore not responsible for the present report. 

We are also thankful to Ne'omi Biran for translating the 
original report from the Hebrew. 



G,S. 



Jerusalem 
June, 1974 
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SUMMARY OF 'findings 



^ The program of Sesamfe-Street was brought to Islraet in tf)^ 

^ fall of;1971. Forty of its firsl sl^o^s weLfiLJiroadcast twice ^ ^ 

^ week in the five months broadcasting seasor\ starting November f971 

' and ending in April 1972. 

A 

- SJnce th^ program was neven designed for a television- 

^ \ ^ \ ^ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

unsophisticated Audience like Israfeli children, we decided to 

investigate its efifeits on children in two fleltfs: the original 

g^al areas, and tKe ar^/^o+ media-literacy. The latter, it was 

h>Tpothesi2ed, woulq be affected by the program's presentation for- 

m^is which were extr^ely novel for Israeli children and hence 



psyc^holoaically demanding, 



project consisted of afield study in^which 93 kinder- 
garten (KG) ^ar^il^224 second and third grade chimren were pretexted, 
tested for amount of exposure during the season, \and then post<^ 
! tested a^ the end of the broadcasting season. About half the 
children were of loiter SES (LC), and half of middle class (MC) 
homes. /The KG sample waa^also randomly (J^ivided inro two groups. ^ 
^Xhe mothers of one group wiw*e encouraged to. co -observe the shows / 



with their children each tilrL they w^re aire/. The other group 

\ I 
wa$ 1 0ft /to view the prdoram^s it pleas-ed. f 

' '1 ■ \\ \. 

The project conslsred aflso of small group observations in^. 
which measures of attention anq inattention to the program's ) 

^' ' - ^ y 

{\ • ' \ ■ ■ > 



\ ■ 



\ ■ 



I 



nts a|s well as dctiv^-partiapation tn^it were takpn. 

\ \ / ' \ ' ■ I 

The pr^- and posttast battery for ^fhildren dpihsisted of 



eight ^ts^origitially designed by ETS, such bs the Te^ of 
Classification, Parts of tiL Whole, Number Matching, and the Itke 
(Ball & B(sgat2, 1970), Thelbattery for sihoolWhildrerj included 
two c(f the above tests in aAiition to fi^e other yests assumed to 
rfieasure various skills related to media-meracy. 

Exposure to the program was measured on six occasions / 

^ * \ \ ^ 

during the broadcasting seasonl Measures were taken on viewing, 

.1 ' V 1 . \ ' 

enjpyment and comprehension of the show aired on d preceding day. 
These were supplemented by a 12Aitefn Sesame Street Testt, pertain- 
ing to major sequences shown in the program during the season 
The test was administered together with the posttests. 

All tests were individually\administered by trained 

\ • ' \ ■ ■ ; 

perslmnel in the KG, and group administered in the schools. 
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Six children of each srge and SES sub-group took part, |n 

the small group observations. The children observed four shows 

^0 * 

(in four weeks intervals) in groups of six- Their behavior was 
recoj/ded by ^ix observers on a minute-to-minute basis. ^ 



The absence of an adequate no- Spsame .Street control groui^ 
required-that step-wisf regression analyses b^^^rfomied on the 
data. Such analyses provided for the prediction of pbsttest 
variance by the measures of exposure* after controlling for 

ions of the variance which were 



(p^^tia^ling out} those port 




X 
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accptw^ted for hy the various backg/ound ^ind pretest measures. 
Thua, the "rTet"rcontrl6ution of exposure /^o posttest variant coula 
be studied, aHdlparallel groups (e.g., KG LC with KG MC) could be, 
compared on size of posttest variance attrtbqtable to exposure* 



1 . Findings on E?;posure 



The measures of .viewing, enjoyment and comppehensior^ be- 



ingly ini: 



ercorrelated as the Season pri)greSsed ^ 



came increas 

"liuggfesting that at the beginning of the^^eason children watihed 
/ ■ ^ 

the show and enjoyed it without iiecess^jrily comprehending it- - 
The measures were more strongly interrelated among MC than amohg 
LC children. This suggests that the latter, although nox 
significantly less expcfeed, had dif/iculties comprehending the 
pra^am* \ ' ■ ' 



\ 



Ag€ was positively correlated with tfifewing, enjoyment and 
\ compi\ehension in the LC group but hardly at all in the ^ri)up, * 
Similarly, father^s occupational level was correlated with \ 
comprehension in \the KG grdup. These two findings tend to 
confimri^the expectation that tt^e program was rather demanding 
ancf that younger ind lower s)es/ children had more difficulty in 
adjusting to the novel fomal^s of the program. 



eral de 



Thece was a general decrease in the amount of viewing 



reported bjf the cflildren aSjihe season progressed (from 56%. who 
claimed to haVe watched thelentir^ ^how aired on a prec6ding day 
n the begir^f;ng^of the season, to\37^ in th^ervd)._ LC children 



irted out 



Jt4iifcwing the shiw less tli 



ig the show less than MC ones, but as -time 



1 ' 
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J 



passed, they became heavier viewer's and finally viewed more than 
MC children. TKe same pattern a-ppeared with the KG group as 
compare^ with the school group.. Enjoymertt* likewise* decreased 
gradually* and as with Wiewing/ LC and KG childrerf* v^hcy ni^ially en 
the shows less than oldar andAc children* ended /p overtaking them. 



li'nXjg, 



Comprehension of 4he shows was quite poor in the beg 
but 1t Improved with time! MC and school children were found to 
comprehend the showi better than KG.^itid'LC children* but t 
manifested a ^harp decrease in comprehension {iii factra^decreas 
of viewing an/d attention due apparently to boredom) while there 
was an increase in co)nprehAnsion KG and LC children. ' 

In general » then* exposure\to the program was heavy while 
comprehension stayed behind. The\^verall pattern is one of I 
gradual loss of Interest in the program on the side of older and 
MC children and an increase in viewing^ enjoyment and comprehen- 
sion by KG and LC children. , 

r 

.The small group observations of attention^ inattention and 
active-participation showed a general increase in active-partici - 
pat ion and a decrease in jnattentlon to the shows segments. \ 
This apparently reflected th^children's increas^ familiarity 
with th^^ program's figures and format^/ A more detailed analysis 
showed that while Grade, 3 MC c?(iildren becom^graduall^^ss 
actively involved in the show, G-3 LC children ;ncreased^eir 
Active involvement- Thus, th^^mall group observations replicated 
thV findin^s^based on the perjioV*^ measurements of exposure^ 
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An analyws was conducted to distinguish between the Trore 
Interesting (active-participation gaining) and boring (inattention 
\gaini|(g) segmen\s. After some further analyses we reached the 

conclfjsion that segments with a strong didactic component or 

/ 

segill^nts whose critical *infortnation is on tWe sou^nd track are the 
bor/ng ones. On the o'ther hand, a strOng/vi sual component with 

much visual variability anjJ the at^eence of direct teaching are 

/ 

tj^pic^l of the interesting segments. ^ 

2. Findings on the Program's Efffects on^ KG Children 

The data were analyzed as described above by the method pf 
step-wise regression with a fixed order of entered variables. 



>t/ests 



I / After 2^1^ to 53. 75E of the post^ests' variance (depending^ 
on the specific ^est) were partialled out» it was^found that 
exposure to the program accounted for another 3,8% t6 13,3% of 
the wriancfes. The smallest effect^ of exposure was on scores of 

, the Test of Relational Concepts, and the largest on scores of 
the Test of| Parts of the Whole. 

There were systematic differences between the tests on 
"^'Iph IC children gained the most and those on vhich MC gained 
the most" frojii the program. The former gained more on the various 

Matching tests while the latter gained more on the tests of 
Classifiiatioa and Parts of the whole. It was hypothesized that 

^ ' \ 

^ The teems "effect" or "gains" ''atjp used here for simplicity 
of reporting. We are fully awar^that accounted for variance 
does nol^ necessarily imply a casual relationship. 
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the Matching tests caH more upon visuaTdiscrimination and 

/ 

analysis, suggesting that LC children learn more in that 'area. 
On the other hand, the Tests Qf Classification and Parts of the 
Whole require more synthesis and abstraction* a|i area in which 
MC children excel, 



We reasoned that if this was the^case* and if analysij 
precedes synth«is» as often claimed, then early achievements 
in anal^s^ should predtet latter achievements in synthesis* but 
not vice vei^sa. Crossed-lajM^d-panel analyses of correlations 
between pre- and po^ttest achievements^ upheld this hypothesis. 
Thus, we could tentatively conclude that LC cfiildren ^ain more in 
the area of visual analysis and discrimination because it Is 
hierarchiijal ly more basic than synthesis. MC children are nwre / 
susceptit)^e to changes in the are^ of syr>thesis and abstraction* 
having maj^ifested an adejuate (bu^ rtot optim^ prior mastery of 
analysis. ' / / 

7 / 

3. Findings on the Encpuragement of Mother* 




The encouragement of mothers to co-observe the shows with 
their children had an overall moderate effect on patterns of 
exposure. It had a particularly f>ro^pnd effect on the amount 
of the LC childreri^s enjoyment of the program. It. had hardly 
any effect on MC children. 
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Encouragement affected posttest scores of ]X children when 
eJ^posure was not held constant. When exposure was partialJed out* 
encouragement did not aacount for posttest variance, suggestrog . 
that the effect of encour\gement on achievements was indirect: 

^ ■ \ *^ 

1 1) 



it affected exposure, which in turn accounted for achievements. 
I 

This, ttowever, was the case mainly with LC children. From among 
the various components of exposure* it was enjoyment which was 
most affected, 

> 

Thus, as it turned out* the encouragement of mothers had 
mainly an affective influence inasmuch as it increased the LC 
children's enjoyment and consequen^tly th^r postt^st achievements. 

/ ■ \ 

/Another finding was that while in the Won-Encouraged group* 



! Won- 



SES was a strong predictor of posttest scores* its power^was 
substantially reduced in the Encouragement group. There, the 
gap between LC an<yMC childre|i was dramati^c^l ly reduced. It was 
concluded that the enCouragenlent pf mothers to Co-observe the 
program with their KG children makes t^he LC (but not the MC) 
children gain more and hence b^ mjffe similar In their achievements 
to MC Children. / 

^ ' ■ 

4. Findings on the Program's Effects on Schot)! Children 

The test battery for the school children consisted marinly 

! \ 

of media-literacy tests and only two tests of the original gjal 
areas were retained (Classification and Parts of the Whole). 

Unlike the KG group, no large differences were found between^ 
the Initial achievements of 'LC and MC children. However* SES 
became a " different iating fattor with respect to exposure,and to 
posttest achievements. As |^as found *in the analysis of the expo- 
sure and attention data* LClchildren viewed and enjoyed the program 
somewhat more than MC childnefr,' Hdwever, MC children still knew 



tnore of the program's contents, as measured by the Sesame Street 
Testi tRan LjC ones. MC children were also the ones to profit 
more from /he program in all areas but on Field Independence. 
In this Jireai which is known to require analysis* LC children 
beneficed slightly more. Indeed, crossed-lagged-panel analysis 

of correlations reconfirmed our hypothesis as to who gains tnore 

/ 

in what, area- 

/ School children* generally* were more affected by the x 
program than KG children. They also viewed the program more and 
tfomprehended it better tharv't(G /children. It was also fourtd that 
iheir aohievements were less obntingent upon prior knowledge and 
home baclcground factors thaA /hose of KG children, allowing them 
apparently to be'^more susceptible to external stimulation. 

V ■ / ■ • ' 

Achievements in media-literacy were affected by exposure 
to the program, but /to a lesser extent than achievements in the 
original goal areas. While media-literacy scores were not 
'associated with scores in the goal areas at the outset, they 
became more strongly correlated at the end of the seasoi^^. 
This was t^e case among the heavy viewers, but not among the 
light viewers, su^g^ting that learning the contents of Sesame 
Street was related ta improvement in media->Ueracy. 



\ 
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BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS 



1.' Introduction 

The original version of Sesame Street s designed at the 
time for American, preschoolers » capitalized on televiewing 
habits and information 'processing skills which were characterr 
istic of the American TV generation. The program was therefore 
never intended to be transferred to' non-English Speaking countries 
whose populationsi .like Israeli children^ are only slightly \ 
familiar with tfleVision^ and completely unfamiliar with the 
American style of cOmmercial-like television. The few programs 
tKey watch are usaally old fashioned^ and v/ithout the familiar 
rtferican one-;jnint>^e/spots shown between the programs. 

•\ 

When» ijh spite of these limitations^ Sesame Street was 




brought to Israel, a number\of questions were raised with^ ;y . 

respect tojts potential effe^r^on Israeli children. - In fact, 

^\ 

the introduction of the program prdvjded a rather unique^por- 

\ \^ 

tunity for the inveHigation of the effects of a^'highly 
sophisticated program on children who are anything but media- 
1 itera^te. * 

2. Media-Literacy 1 Skills and Knowledge 
^ ^ 

ttedia-literacy may be conceived^ of as the mastery of 
mental skills which are needed for thi extraction and processing 
of information conveyed in coded form. Such code^s^ or let us call 

i 

2 



them presentation formats , fcall upon mental /kills ip^whosg 
absence con\^eyed coded information could not be properly 
extracted and .processed. 1 

No doubts that the medjum of television in general, and the 
American style of conmiercial-like program, in particular, conveys 
messages through very specific (o1\ten rather unique) presentation 
formats. Take for instance the r^pid, mosaic-like s^tructure of 
a typical Sesame Street show. It resembles neither the format of 
feature films, nor even that of more traditional television 
programs "for children. It would, therefore appear reasonable to 
assume that it takes some previous e;<perience with such television 
formats., or at least some prior mastery of the relevant mental 
skills, to be able to comprehend a^ Sesame Street show. This is 
not meant to imply that other environmental agents do not culti- 
vate similarN(nental skills, >fet as cros^cultUral research 
implies', the expo^u|re to fl)^ia may be a dominant (not exclusive) 
agent in the cultivatiort of media-literacy skills. 

Media-literacy skills may vary with respect to their 
transfer value, or generalizability. They may range from 
highly specific skills whoSe sole function'is to aid in the 
extraction of information from a particular medium, to skills 
which, once acquired, serve in many different capacities ahd 
contexts. It is in the latter sense that media-literacy is 
dealt with here. As Olson (1973) indicates, performing an act 
of» say» drawing a chair, may teach both about chairs (know- 
ledge) as well as about drawing in general (skill). Similarly, 
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one could claim that performing the acts of extracting information 
and meaning from a coded medium presentation both teaches the 

conveyed knowledge *and improves the skills of extracting 
thst knowledge. ■ ^ 

However, for such learning to take ptace, the stimuli 
must engender some measure of nov^k^ (e.g., Day & Berlyne, 1971K 
Presumably, to acquire kiiowledge, this novelty must be contained 
in the con tent ' of the presented materials; but to deve>^ij^^mental 
skills; novelty ought to be entailed in the presentation formats , 
Hhen Sesame Street was initially planned and structured, the 
existing skjUs of American- preschoo>ers were taken into consi- j 
.deration so that the 4)rogram's formats would not_ entail too much ' 
nfivelty for them. On the contrary, the program was expected; to 
capitalize ypon terlevision-related^mentail skills rather than to 
shape or ctJltivate new ones. 

Novelty of presentation formats^wlas, perhaps, the most / 
salient feature characterizing Sesame. Street when it was introduced 
Israeli children. This js/ not to say that the program's content * 
did not entail any novelty for Isra^U preschoolers; indgedjt/ 
di/i. However, content material 45uch as numbers, relatit>nal 
concepts, body parts, classes, and the like, are universally a^" 
part of preschool education. Thus, no five-year-old in eithfer 
the U.S. or Israel is completely iJnfamiliar with such knowledge. . 
The more striking novelty in IsTra^i child could be "expected to 
face when encountering Sesame Street was in the formats in which 
those contents were presented. ' 
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In light of the above we hypothesized that exposure of \ 
Israeli children to Sesame Street would lead to (1T the aaquisi\> . 
tion of the presented knowledge^ as well as (2) the developFTTent 

^ of specific media-literacy skills . However, the acquisition of l 

■ ' ' I 

* * / ' ^ 

the knowledge in the4fltended instructional goal ^reas of the 

prpgraiTi could be expected to depend, to some extent, ^on con- 

"current improvements in media-literacy skills. Without the 

latter, little knowledge coul>i be extracted and processed from 

the program. Me would therefore expect the two to develop lijand 

in hand. \ 



3. -Mechanisms of Skill Learning 
How do media-literacy skills develop? What'are the 
components of "exposure" which ensure such cognitive modifications? 
Previous experiments (Salomon, 1972; 1974) suggest that at least 
two mechanisms, which correspond to function? of television or 

filiTj formats, may account for changes in media-literacy. 

y ' - 

One type of presentation format calls upon, or activates , 
*# . ' 

specific skijls' without which meaning can^not be extracted- 
For Jn^nce, showing a series of seemingly unrelated segments 
win tend to activate in the viewer processes which relate^the, 
segments to one another. Similarly, a presentation which moves 
abruptly and frequently from close-up to long-shots will reqyire 
the viewer to activate mental processes which relate /he blown-up 
segments to Jthe .view of the broader long-shot. When such skills 
are repeatedly activated and ^ead to the extraction of meaning, 
thus reinforcing the act, gradual improvements in the mastery of 
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theVtcills can be expected. ] 

j \^As our research has shown»|such improj/fements do not take 
place uniformly in all learners. For activaltion of i skill 
necessitates the existence of some initial ffalthough less than 
optimal) mastery of t^at skill. How elseicfauld U be activated? 
ft ^thus is both theoretically e%pecl;ed as viell as empirically 
supported by our findings, that only learners vph^h^nitially 
moderate mastery of such a skill show skill impr9ven)ents as a 
result of exposure to media formats which activate skill's.' 



ERIC 



The second^unc^ion that formats can acconiplish is that of 
modeling a skill explicitly.* or as we have termed* the process, 
supplanting it. For instance^ a format may stiow very explicitly 
a transformation in space (e*g*, moving around an object showing 
its many appearances )y thus expl icitly performing an operation 
foe the viewer which he ought to executej:overtly on his own* 
Such supplanting apparently allows imitation and internalization 
to take place. As has been shown, learning takes placp mainly by 
learners who initially master poorly the mental skill so^odeled* 



Better skilled learners on 



p\\^ other hand feel "spoon fei.*' 



Moreover* the very explicit modeling tends to interfei^ with their 
already existing mastery of the ski^. 

Examining Sesame Street *- we f>fid that a gooi many novel 
presentation .f6rmats are used. Some, such as discontinuity of 
segments or abrupt shifts f rcjm .a clos^-up to a lon< -shot* may 
activate skills. Others* sudh as zooming in ahd out* moving 

1 

around objects, and the lik&'would probably tend t(' supplant 

■ ■ \ 



I 



skil-ls. Iri light of this, we expected inUially better-skilled ^ 
children tolbecome more media-literate in skills whjch are 

acti\iatedv while the l^ss skilled ones would improve i n skills 

— '■ ^ ^ " ■ 

which are supplanted , 

4. Learning in the prbgram^s original goal areaS 
Differential effects of Sesa^ie Street were expected to occur 
not only in the ahea of media-literacy but also in the instruc- 
tional goal areasl of knowledge. The American evaluation projects 
of Sesame Street. (Ball & Bogatz^^^W^&opatz & Ball, 1971) did ■ 
not deal ^i/Ch ^lich differentijifl efffic^s|| Rather* their focus^ 
was or^ the 'extent.,to which the program*^^' objectives wf^re attained 
in general Such an evaluation ^is nol^Veally applicable to the 
present, study as the program was not /lefsigned <\j^|^^e Israel 
population*! Obviously, Israeli chilWen could learn someth i ng > * 
but one yto^ild be hard-pressed to dgxermine whether this indicates I 
*'muchVor'^''littl6i' learning., Di^e^arding absolute levels of 
lining, it would still be "desirable to ask who Heafrns more> 
and, in which goal areas ? Since, the instructional contefits of 



1 

could be of a generalizabXe nature. * j 



the prtjgram are AJniversal » findings about differentia/ effects 

Indeed, a rich and variable progritm such as' Sesame Street 
may alk^w ;Jifferent children to benefit^tfi different areas* ' 
CjrfTdr^n may profit more in are^/^ which they are already / 
krtowledg^able, or (hey may j/ofit more in areas in which their 
deficiencies are largest. Alternatively, improvenients m^y take 
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place in areas which are hierarchially more basic than oth^rsJ 
^Ke present study provided a unique opportunity to exarnir>e these : 
possibilities* . l* ^ \ 

/ 

5. External Intervention 

If novelty is the most salient characteristic of Sesame 

- Street inBrael* then one would expect the show to be quite 

demandjng/ Messages which are presented through yet unfamiliar 

formats m^y not be; well comprehended. Difficulties of this 

Sort would be manifested mainly by children with relatively poor 

initial mastery ojf the necessary raedia-1 iteracy skills, or of 

the' basicMchowleoge of which the .new knowledge is to be added, 

or both, They pay therefore enjoy^he program less as the season 

progresses , and/ decrease their amoimt of viewing. ^ 

' — . / 
Would//it tHen make a difference if external Intervention ^ 

is introduced? More specifically, would the presence of mothers, 

wf^b co-Q^serve the program wijth their children, lead to m^/'e 

viewjhg, better cotrtptehensiort, and to more learning? 



dursec (1973) has shoy/n that xo-observHfont.t'y /^others 
increased thfe degree to which five-year-olds were* influenced by 



d model. Other studies. have shown that mothers who weme trained 
to tutor th^ir children enhanced their qhildreh's learning. 
However^ even untutored cd-observlng mothers could malce a 
difference, particularly if enjoyment arftl comprehension of the 
program are. expected to be crucial for-learnlng to take place. ^ 

... ; 
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6. The Major Questions of trie Study 



In light of the above discussions,' t^e following' three 

major questions were asked; 

1 

1) Does exposure to the prografn enhance the development 
of specific skills related to media-literacy? 



a)' 



3) 



Who learns more and who learns less in what goal 
areas of the program? 

What are the effects of encouraging mothers to co- 
observe the program with their children? 



Answer inc 
^qfri /design 



ing these questions required a rather elaborate 
research /design as well as the gathering of a large quantity of 
data. ^^Tpe data also allow us to answer additional secondary 
questions such as: Who watched the program more and who watched 
less/ /How are viewing, enjoyment and comprehension interrelated? 
How/ dp they change with increasing exposure to the program? How 
do patterns of attention to the program's segments change over 
tirae?' >fl1at makes a segment "interesting" and what makes it 
'*^^9ring"? Whi/h of the various manifestations of ''exposure" is 
^ the one.whicjr contributes most to learning? 
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>^ " RESEARCH RESIGN 



To answer the questions mentioned above and to gather the 
additional necessary data, two studies were conducted:* a field 
study (N=317) in whtch th6 effects of the program were examined, 
and small group observations (N=36) in which attention patterns 
ta program segments were recorded. "jr 

4 ■ ■ ■ V 

' 1. The Field. Study ; ^ 

' : \' - •• ■ . 
a. General Dgcrjptlon [ 

A study suqh a? the present one prjLsents certain problems 

which are difficult. to overcome yia a traditional experimental 

design/ Since the study concerned a television program which 

was broadcast k)] over' the country it w^s difficult, if not 

impossible, to find an adequat^ control group which would" not be 

the result of self-select^oi^-'^It was /^f^nly Impossible to' form 

an artificial division of '^experimen^l (suwects" and "ciontrol 

subjects" since we could not prevent children from watching the 

progran^. Even if wje were able to do so, we wottld pr9fcably have 

^ - ' ■ / 

found out, as Was found out by Bogatz & Ball (1971), that" 

"control subjects" sneak out and manage to watch the program 

despite the prohibition. 

* Specific statistical methods, however, allow us to 
overcome this difficulty* If one wishes to talk about changes^ 
in knowledge and skills whi<;h are presumed to be associated 

/ ' ■ 
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with program viewing^ the>v each child's level of exposuri to the 

\ 

program can be measured and the degree to which exposure is 
related to later achievemenf can' be computed. Actually we have 
a situation whet^^the independent variable (exposure) has values 
dist^'ibuting over a wide range: fromN<^al non-exposure > through 
many levels of partial exposure^ to total exposure tCK^ach and 
every broadcast. In this respecr^e 1iave an adva*itage ovet*^ Jhe 
traditional experymental design in which subjects are divided 
intK^ups of "j/iewers" and *'non-viewers. " The traditional 
me^d uSv?lly ivoids lobking iM^o differences within eath4>ne 
of the groupsVwhereas here they are taken into account. 



But there is in'^is method a certain threat to internal 
va^dltyt since'^^is c^tainly possible that children who are 
more^Stposed to the ^t*ogram are also those with a higher initial 
level of skill and knowledge. -.Their higher scores at the end of 
the program*s season may in fact be the result of their initial 
achievements rather than the result of their exposure to the 
program. • The statistical method of multipl^^egression allows 
us to partial out the contributions of background and initial 
achievement variables, thus measuring the "net*' contribution^f 
exposure to the iT>easured achieveiT>ent and skills at the end of the 
season (Cohen> 1968). In other words, with this method it is 
possible to specify the amount of ''influence^ (in terms of common 
"net" variance) that exposure to the program has on achievement 
and skills* having partialled out the contribution of the initial 
achievements *nd skills. ^ 
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The method of multiple regression aMows for the measur^- 
menKj^ all those background^ and initial ^achievement variables- 
yhich mayic^ount for some sizable anKjunt of posttest variance. 
•Once partialled out> and the claim of "other things being equal" - 
statistically satisfied (to an extent), the major independent 
variable can be entered. Us contribution to posttest variance 
cart then be examined. 

In view of the above, the field s^udy was done in three 
stages: , % 

Stage 1: (PRETEST). The determination and measurement 
of background variables likely to be related 

/ 

to viewing^ initial achievementsv ana skill 

mastery before the onset of the program. 
Stage 2: (EXPOSURE). Continuous measurement of chilrfren*^ 

exposure to the program, done on six occasions 

during the broadcasting season. 
Stage 3: (POSTTEST). ^ Measurement of achievements and 

skill mastery at the end of the broadcasting 

season. 

tr The Subjects * 

The subjects in the field study were 371 kindergarten, 
?6cond apd third grade children from the Jerusalem area. About 
4H olF the children were of lower SES (LC) and thff remaining 59^ 
were middle class (MC).*Tht sampling of the children was 
aCcompKshed^ in the following way. From all the neighborhoods 
in the Jerusalem area four were chosen: two of them were lower 
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classi low irvcome neighborhoods > while the other two were well- 
to-do mddle class ones. From each such neighborhood on6 local 
kindergarten and one school were randomly. selected » thus providing 
us with a. total of four kindergartens (2 LC and 2 MC)> and four 
schools. From each school one G-2 and one G-3 classroom was 
selected^ thus providing us with two LC Grade-2 classes^ two MC 
G-2 classes^ two LC Grade-3 classes and two MC G-3 classes. 

Of the 371 children who were pretested we were able to 
secure all the data pertaining- to the two subsequent stages from 
317 children. The overall sample and its division according 
to age and SES is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Division of Children in the Field 
Study According to Age and SES 





LC 


MC 


TOTAL 


KG , * 


50 


43 


93 


G-2 


^ 40 


66 


106 


G-3 


42 

*< 


76 


118 


Total 


132 


185 


317 



* 

2 Examination of the data of the children who were, not available 
for later testing did not .suggest any bias of the remaining 
sample* ^ ' ^ 
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The Encouragement Of Mothers -^ 

All the children in the study watched the program 
^voluntarilyVin their homes. However, to examine the effects of 
mother co*observation, approximately half the mothers of the KG 
children were ur^d to watch the program together with their 
children. The mothers jx\ the encouragement group were gathered 
twice during the broa^asti\g season: once at the beginning and 
a second time half way through the season, ^ During these 
meetings the instructional goals of the program were explained 
and the mothers were urged to watch with their children wheneve^r 
t>>e prograr^ was broadcasted. Mothers complained later on that 
co*observing the program with their children' interfeijed with 
daily routine and homemaking, thus indicating that they complied 
with our reqi^st. No other measures of amount of co*observation 
were taken as we did not wish to introduce any additional 
extraneous variables* such as observers at home. 

The encouragement group consisted of 50 children and the 
non-encouraged" of 43, The two groups were divided approximately 
in half according to SES. , 

1. . Small Group Observations 

A'lthough exposure was measured on six different occasions* 
a more detailed account of attention patterns and chahges thereof 



^ This part'of the^study has been reported in tnore detail- in a 
separate paper to be obtained upon request from the author. 
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was desired. It]was expected that the recording of attention 
patterns ^^ttey changed over time would shed some additional 
light on the findings of the field study. It was also expected 
that 'Some insight would be gained into the more interesting ^nd 
the less interesting segments of the program. 

Toward these ends six children were randomly sampled from 

\ 

every age and SES group (N-36). These children were invited to 
watch the program in groups of six on four occasions four week! 
apart/ The KG children Were invited to watch the shows in 
private homes near their kindergartens, while the^school 
children did the viewing in the TV rooms of their respective 
schools . 

During the broadcast each of six trained observers noted 
the behavior of one &f the six children. Observers recorded on 
special recording sheets the behavior of the children in three 
categories: 

a) Attention: The child observes the screen. ■ 

b) Inattention: The child turns around talks to 
another child* walks around^ looks into a book» etc. 

c) Active participation: The child cheers^ sin0s with 
a performer^ responds to ^fuestions In the program, 
lai/ghs aloud, provides advice^to figures on the 
screen* and the 1 ike. 

Recording of these behaviors was done on a m1n^^te-to- 
minute basis. One additional observer simultaneously recorded 
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the minute-by-minute flow of televised segments, whHe two 
other observers rated the quality of withln-segment English to 
Hebrew translation. 



1 
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MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS 

1 , Measurement Instruments Used in the Field Study 

a. Background Data 

Data on the following variables were collected on all 
children participating in the field study: age, father's and 
mother's country of origin, father's occupation, father's and 
mother's level of education, parents' knowledge of English, 
number of children in the- family, the child's general exposure 
to movies, his exposure to newscasts on TV, and his exposure to 

instructional TV broadcasts. 

I I 
Most of the information was collected through question- 
naires sent to the parents by the kindergarten and school teachers* 
Some data w^re taken out of each child's file in school or KG. 

b, Data on Exposure 

As previously stated, the children's exposure to the 
program was measured on six different occasions with three- 
week intervals between them. The measures were taken on a day 
following the broadcasting of a show, 

ThVee factors defined exposure to the program: the 
instrumental factor (t^H^ctual amount of viewing), the affective 
factor (enjoyment' of the)>(jogram), and the cognitive factor 
(comprehension and recall of the content). Exposure was thus 
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meaSpured by viewing, enjoyment, and' Comprehension. In adtjition, 
a fourth measure was'taken, consisting of a 12-item multiple- 
choice test, administered at the end of the season together with 

V . ^ ' 

the posttests. This was_^the Sesame Street Test pertaining to 

^-seaso 



\ 



the after-the-season recallj of salient contents of the program. 

Measurement in the ttG's was done by personal interview in 
which each child was asked about the amount of viewing of the 
program he did the previous day, and how much he enjoyed what he 
saw. The children gave their answers by pointing to one of four 
circles: the first one nearly empty, the second half filled, the 
third 75% fiVled, and the fourth completely full watched a 
little/' "I watched half the time,'* watched most of the time/' 

watched all the time"). In answer to the question of enjoy- 
ment of the program, the cKild pointed to one of tHree faces: a 
happy, indifferent, or sad face. Measurement of comprehension 
was done by 4 to 6 specific multiple-choice (intent questions 
(see Appendix la). Questions on the end*of-fhe season Sesame 
Street Test were taken from amongst the »c<^rehension items 
(see next section). 

In a special 'questionnaire given to the parents, ^similar 
to the one given to the chi^ldren, the parents were asked about 
the amount of program viewing their children did the previous 
day. The correlation between the parents* and the chil<^ren*s 
answers was .72. ' 
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c. 



Tests for KG 




As previously mentioned (see chapter '^Research Design''), 
testing of KG children emphasized the achievements in the original 
^gisatlaredS of the program. The tests in this area were taken from 
a battery compiled by ETS (Ball/J Bogatz, 1970) as part of their 



evaluation of the instructional/ effectiveness of the program. 



Some of the test items were changed or deleted for technical, or 



linguistic|reasons. All the tests were given individually by 
skilled examiners. Two tests {Field Independence and Ordering of 



Pictures) were assumed to measure skills related to media-literacy, 

rather than achievements in the original goal areas. The tests 
* 

were a? follows (number of items and Cronbach-Alpha reliability 
coefficients were presented in Table 2).^ 

— *r ' 

(1) Test of Letter Matching (origin; ETS) 

In the ^est children were asked to identify a specific 
English letter:out of three similar incorrect ones, by matching 
it with a given standard letter. Although this test deals with 
English letters^ it measures in fact the ability to make visual 
discriminations, 

(2) Test of Number Matching ^0^=M^^.• ETS) 

OjJt of three alternative groups of drawn objects, the 

* ■ 

Child had to choose one in which the number of items was identi- 
cal to the one in a given picture. 



Tests which were adopted from the ETS battery are not given in 
the appendix.' Only items of new tests, developed by us> are 
exemplified in the appendices. 
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(3> Test of Picture-Number Matching {Origin: ETS) 

V 

The child had. to indicate the number of objects appearing 
*in a picture ("There are three turtles here") by counting or by 
general Impression. 

/ ' ' 

(4) Field Independence Test ("Embedded Figures") 

This test was adopted to measure one's ability to identify 
figures, embedded in a complex display-^ It was assumed that certain 
presentation formats of the program call upon (i.e., activate) / 
j such a skill. In particular, we have identified^ numer^ous "instances 
: in which a particular display, rather rich in detail* was ^hown 
followed by a close-up of a detail. The connection between the 
two was left to be found by the^via^. The test was therefore ^ \ 

taken as measuring one aspect of rnedia-^iterdcy* -OtHrt^t w^s 
based on items from Witkin^s Children's Embedded Figure Test. 
I for technical Reasons* the items were without color. Instead, 
we had shadings ofllnes to give (different hues. 

■i * 

(5) Test of ReUtional Concepts (Origin: ETS) 

The child|iad to poinlj to a picture which expressed a 
relationship stated by the examiner. The items dealt wi^th con- 
cepts of size, wafte, amount, and distance. ^ ^ 



(6) Test of Clafesi 



fication (Origin: ETS) 



The child wds presented with 3 pictures and an empty space 
next to them. Out of 4 additional picures he had to choose the 
ones which would fit the empty space. The correct matching was 
based on class Identification. The last items in the test were 
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basically similar to some of the items on the Raven Matrices Test. 

■ ■ ■ ' I ' ■ 

(7) Test of Parts of the Whole (Origin: ETS) 

The child was presented with a picture of an object 
separated into its componenU* and out of four alternatives he 
had to choose the picture showing the whole object. 

(8) Test of Ordering of Pictures 

The child was presented with 4 separated single pictures* 
had to order them in a logical way and relate the story they 
:^ tell. Any logical story was accepted as a correct one. The test 
was considered as measuring a skill related to media7l iteracy. . 
It was hypotheSizefd that the mosaic-like and discontinuous nature 
of the program/may activate processes of relating discrete element/ 
along some logical lines. 

^ ^ ™, 

(9) Test of Sesame Street 



^This test was only given at the end of the season and was 
designed to measure the child's acquaintance with the proniinent 
contents shown on the program. This test came* therefore', to 
supplement the rest of the program's exposure measures 
(Appendix lb). 

^ . --^^ 
As previously stated, all tests |including the exposure 
questionnaires) were administered individually by our examiners. 
^Each examiner arrived at the KG one day before the day of testing, 
and stayed at the KG that whole day without testing anyone. Only 
the next day did she start testing children In a relatively quiet 
corner of the KG. 
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Table 2: A Sunmary of Data on KG Tests 



The test 



.Number of items CronbAch- 
'at the beginning Alpha ^ 
of the season -Reliability the season 



Number of items Cronbach- 
at the end of AlpH^ 



1. 


Letter Matching 




/ .39 


8 


.65 


2.- 


Number Matching 


^ 11 


■ :6i 


11 


■ .81 


3. 


Picture-Number 
Matching 


15 


.59 


15 


.74 


4. 


Field Indepencence 




^ .n ■ 


8 - 


.69 


5. 


Relational Cpncepts 


8 


.39 


8 


.37 


6. 


Classification 


16 


.83 


18 


.85 


7. 


Parts of the Whole 


10 


.73 


10 


'.82 


^. 


Picture Ordering 


3 


.60 


.3 


.61. 


9. 


Sesame Street r 






12 


..87 



Tests for School Children 



/ 



In contrast* to KQ, all tests and questionnaires for schooV 
chil(1reji were groyp-administered. Four examiners participated 
in the administration of the tests, one reading the instructions 

^nd the others going around, helping out and watching over the'^ 

t 

|ehildren. 



The emphasis in the testing of school children wa$ on the 

1 

media-literacy measures; however, two tests (the first two below) 

\ ; 

pertained to\ the original goal areas of the program. 



The tests were as follows (number of it^s and rel 



coefficients ajre presented in Table 3) 



^abil i 



ty 
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(V) Test of Parts of the Whole (Origin:- ETS.) 

— I 

Identical to the one employed in KG. 
(2) Test (>.f Classification (Origin: ETS) 
Identical to the one employed in .KG. 



All of the following tests were related to aspects of 

media-literacy, hypothesized t9 be affected by the special i 

/ 

:1 



fonndts of "the prograin. 

(3) Field Independence Test tEmbedded Figures) 

\ Identical t|r the one ^ployed in KG* 
W) TescM)f Ordering of Pictures 

SimilaV tp the test given in KG. The school child was 
given 4-5 printed pich^res arranged randoinly on one page. Th^ 
child had to indicate their logical order* but was not required 
to relate the istory behind the picttires (see Appendix 2a). 

(5) • Test of Points of View » 

The child was given a picture ola landscape and had to 

choose out of 4 alternative^ow that saine landscape would 

look from anbther i)Oint of Viw ("How j^uld the sailor on the 

boat see the shore?") (iee Appendix 2b)* . 

N 

It was hypothesized that children'^ ability to visualize 
sonjfebody else's point of view could improve as a result of 
their exposure to one of the prograin's forniats which supplanti§ 
the act of going around an object. Children were expected to ^ 
imitate this and be able to internalize the action. 
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te) Test of Figure and Ground 

The child was given a drawing composed froni.many details. 

He had to enumerate (in writing) "everything he sees^in the 

drawing/' Among^those he ha4 to Identify also thetotal figure . 
} ■ i 

(for example* the number "5" which was composed of a flag, a rod 
^nd a s1ckle)^For this Identif icatiojn he received an extra 
score (see Appendix 2c). r ^ 

- ■ . . .-. 

This test was assumed to measure another media-literacy 
related skill. It was. hypothesized that exposure tb many acts 
of zooming In and out on objects supplants the Vr^cess of singling 
out a component while not losing the view of the whole array; 
thus explicitly showing the whole and a compon^r>t of it in close 
proximity. 



(7) Test of Close-^ut^ > Long-Shot 

The child was givehs^ picture in which or^ detail was 

enlarged, drawn as if it wer^a "close-up," and had to identify 

^^out' of 4 alternatives the picture in- which the complete object 

appeared .(as if a "long-shot"). Four Item^ were given in this 

manner while four others were given 1n the opposlt^ way: A "long- 

shot" picture was given and the child had to identify a piQtulre 

showing a detail included in the picture which looks like a 

*'close-up" (see Appendix 2d). j * 

- \ ' ' ' , 

1^(8) Test of Sesame Street 

This testjwas identical to the one given to KG, As 

previously stated, it was given Only, at the end of the season. 

I 
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Table 3: A Sunmiary of Data on Grade-School Tests 



The test 



Number of items Cronbach- 
at the beginning Alpha 
W the season Reliabilitj 



Number of items 
at the end of 
the season 



Cronbach- 
Alpha 



K Parts of the 
Whole 


10 


^ 

.74 


10 


.91 


2. Classification 


18 


'.84 


18 




3. Field Independence 


8 


.53 


8 


^ .78 


4. Picture Ordering 


4 


.31 


4 


.57 


'5. Points of View 


3 


.45 


3 


.62 


6. Figure and Ground 


5 


.72 


5 


.65' 


7. Close-up - Long 
Shot 


8 


.53 ^ 


8 


.60 


8. Sesame Street 






12 


.87 



nwQSurei 



Observations in Small Groups 



The nflSsurement of three behaviors (attentive, inattentive 
and active participation), was described earlier. Interviewer 
reliability on a pre-test ia which six viewers participated was 
.84. 
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RESULTS 

The findings of the study are reported in the following 
order. First, we present the findings describing the subjects* 
program viewing patterns'Tand the changes within the patterns 
during the broadcasting season. These are followed by the 
findings describing patterns of attention (viewing in small * 
groups) and their changes over time. Following these, we review 
the findings which deal with the program's effects as they were 
investigated in the field-study. 

1 . Exposure to the Program ^ * 

ASf mentioned earlier, the extent of program viewing by 
the subjects was measured by six questionnaires, individually 
administered in the KG, and group administered in G-2 and 
In each questionnaire the children were asked to reply as to 
■fa) their amount of viewing of the program presented the day 
before {*'How much did you watch the program/' (b) their 
extent of enjoyment of the show (*'lf you saw the program, how 
much did you enjoy it"), and (c) comprehension of the program 
by means of 4-6 multiple-<?twt:::e^content questions. 

■a. The Relationship between Viewing, Enjoyment anct 
Comprehension 

The three exposure measures, as*they,were measure<^ on 
* * * • 
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six different occasions, are highly intercorrelated with each 
other (Table 4). It Is Important to note that these inter- 
correlations generally Increase ovei; time. This is especially 
noticeable In the correlations between viewing and comprehension 
land between enjoyment and comprehension. 



^Table 4: Intercorrelations between Viwing, 
Enjoyment and Comprehension on Six 
Different Occasions (N=333) 



Occasion 


' Viewing 
and f 


Viewing 
and 

Comprehension 


' Enjoyment 
, and 
Comprehension 


r 


.85* 


. .50* 


.49* 


II 


.88* 


I •«* . 


.61* 


III 


.91* 


.72* 


.71* 


IV 


.91* 


.75* 


.74* • 


V 


.89* 


.73* 


.7>* 


VI ■ 


.90* 


.76* 


.77* 



* P^.Ol 

It becomes evident from 1?hese changes over time that 
at the beginning of the season appai^tly much viewing took 
place together jifith a great deal of enjoyment, .without mqch 
comprehension of the -presented content to accompany them* 

As the broadcasting season went on, relationships 
between viewing and enjoyment on the one hand, and comprehen* 
slon of the presented content on the other, became stronger* 
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Thus there 1s evidence to support our Initial assumption that 
the program was initially demanding. Moreover, It becomes clear 
that even a lot- of program viewing Is not enough to ensure 
comprehension of the content. Comprehension comesy appareptly, 
only after a period of adjus^merft. 

Whenthe subjects are divided Info the lower SES (LC) 
and the middle-class {MC)jgroups, we find systematic differences 
between them. Correlations between viewing and comprehension on 
each occasion are a little lower i/i the LC than in the MC group 
.(Table 5). dn both groups the correlations become higher over 
time, 'but the difference between' the group^ remains. 

These differences suggest that while viewing of the / 
program was associated with its comprehension 'Vather early in 
the MC aroupj.U took time of adjustment for thelC group. 
The latter watched and enjoyed the program^ but comprehended it 
to a lesser extent. 
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Table 5: Intercorrelatlons between Viewing, 
Enjoyirent and COfnprehenslon on Six 
Occasions, Among LC and MC 





ucca^i On 


Viewing 
and 

LnjOjriflenu ^ 


yiewing • 
and 

Wrnprcncns 1 on 


Enjoyment 
and 

LOfiiprenens lOn 


I 


MC 


:85* 


.55* 


.52* 




1 r 




A 7* 




11 


MC 


.90* 


.75* 


.73* 




LC 


.86* 


.53* 


.54* 


III 


MC 


.91* 


* .ff3* 


.78* 




LC 


. .90* 


.62* 


.67* 


IV 


MC 


.92* 


.85* - 


.84* 




LC 


.89* 


.65* 


.65* 


V 


MC 


, • .88* . 


.82* 


.78* 




" LC 


.90* 


.62* 


■ .64* 


VI ' 


MC 


.89* 


.85* 


.84* 


t 


LC 


.91* 


.66* 


.70* 



Another difference between the LC and the MC groups is 
found in the correlations between the different exposure 
measures beyond the six occasions. For example, we find that 
the correlation between viewing of the program in December 
and view4ng in February* is .41 (P<C.01) 1n the LC group, 
while it is only ,08 among MC; in the LC the correlation 
between comprehension at the beginning of February and compre 
hension 1n March is .40 (P<:,01), but only ,06 in the MC 
group; the correlation between enjoyment in JaViuary apd 
enjoyment in February is .37 in the LC (P-^.Ol), and only 
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0.7 in the MC group, aqd so on. It seems that there is much 
more consistency among the LC than among the MC, LC viewers 
^ who watch at one time will also tend to watch at a different 
time, and tho9e enjoying the program at one time Will tend to 
enjoy it at another time. There is less consistency among the 
MC. The MC child watching at one time will not necessarily 
watch at a second time, etc. However, when watching the program, - 
MC Children comprehend it better then LC. 

Another interesting point is the correlation between 
the children's a^es and their overall mean scores of viewing, 
enjoyment and comprehension of the program. Among the LC 
there are consistent positive correlations between age and the 
above mentioned variables, while among MC these correlatiohs 
are much lower (see Table 5). 



Table 6: Correlations between Mean Viewing, 
Enjoyment and Comprehension Scores 
, with Age, Among LC and MC 





LC 


MC 


Difference 










Age and^overall 
mean Viewing 




.22* 


P .05 . 


Age and overall 
mean Enjoymegt 


.42** 


.009 


p .qi ■ 


Age and overal 1 
mean Comprehension 


.66** 


.41** 


■ P .05 



* P<.05 
** P<r.01 
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While age contributes to the LC child's exposure to the 
program. It does )TOt Contribute much to that of the MC child. 
This provides further support for the assumption that the 
program was rather demanding, creating difficulties especially 
for the LC younger child. 

The intercorrelatlons between the father's occupation 
and the comprehension measures reveal still another pattern of 
special Interest. Usually there Is some relation between the 
father's occupational level and the number of books In the 
house, the fam11y*s Income* housin? conditions etc. 

Table 7: Correlations between Father's 

Occupational Level and Comprehension 
Scores on Six Occasions In the 
Different Age Groups 



Occasion 


KG 


G-2 , 


G-3 


I 


.23* 


.24** 


,34** 


II 


.33** 


.22* 


,30** 


I.II 


.24* 


.13 


.04 










IV 


.34** 


.07 


.14 


V 


.33** 


.18* 


.12 


VI 


.28** ' 


.02 


/ .07, 


Overall Comprehen- 








sion Mean Score • 


-45** 


-.09 , 


-.24* 


* P<.05 
** P<.01 ■ 
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We find that In th% beginning of the season, father's 
occupation is related to comprehension in all age groups 
(Table 7). However, whereas for KG children the correlation 
stays put as the program progresses, it disappears in the older 
age groups. In other words, among the older children^ home 
background ceases to play a role in the comprehension of the 
program as time passes. Thus, younger children whose fathers 
have higher occupations appear to have an initial axJvantage over 
those whose fathers have occupations somewhat lower' on the 
scale. This is the case for all children in the beginning of 
the season while it remains so later on only for the KG group. 

The difference between the age groups is especially 
noticeable in the correlatio/i between the father's occupation and 
the overall comprehension mean score. Among. KG children the 
correlation is .45 (P<.01), among G-2 it is -.09 and among ^-3 * 
it is -.24 This finding and the correlations between 

age 'and viewing, enjoyment and comprehension that were found 
to be higher among the LC, provide evidence (although not 
conclusive) that the program was indeed highly demanding . 
Thus, older children or children who come from homes whose 
general educational level is higher,, appear to have a relative 
advantage. TJTey comprehend the content of the program earlier 
^than younger children or children with a poorer educational 
background. * ' ^ 

In suirmary, we find that the relations between viewing 
artd comprehension, and the relations between enjoyment and 
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comprehension - tend to become Stronger as exposure to the show 
accumulates. But the increase 1s more profound in the MC than 
inr the LC group. Among the latter* viewing and enjoyment have 
ja weaker tie with comprehension than ainong the former. The LC 
group, which on the average does not watch the show less or 
enjoy it less, comprehends it less well than the MC group. 

In contrast. to thati the relations between the measures 
beyond the different measuring occasions are stronger in the LC 
group than among the |HC. The former appear t<} be more systematic 
in their exposure to* the program* while the latter are less ^ 

' r 

systematic. It was also found that among ttre LC the child's 
age^as a much greater contribution to the comprehension of the 
show, than among MC. Among the latterT we found that children 
of different ages tend to be exposed to the program to a similar 
extent. We also found that among KG children the father's 
occupation has a greater contribution to the comprehensiqn qf 
the show than among G^2 children* and even more so than among 
G-3 children. This provides evidence that the show is very 
demanding on small children and on lower SES ones, 

b. Viewing the Program - 

Bawd on the children's reports on the six measuring 
occasions, we- find that on the average only 9% of the children 
did not watch the program all* while 49% said they watched 
the entire program. However* over time* there was a general 
downward trend in viewing: from 56^i who viewed the whole program 
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in the beginning to V% toward the end. of the season. In 

contrast to that,' there was an inward trend (from M% to 32%) 

in the percentage of viewers who watched only a quarter of 

each broadcast (see -Table 1 in Appendix 3), This 'provides' - 

evidence that the program called upon mental processes 1n younger ^ 
i 

and LC children who were not initially skilled with these processes. 

Within this overfall downward trend, two specific patterns 
emerge, LC children who, in the beginnin^i watched the program 
less than MC children, began exceeding^the latter as, the season 
progressed. Toward the end of the season there were more MC 
children who did not watch the show at all or only a quarter of 
it than LC children (46X and 39% respectively). /Vt that time 
there were also more LC children than MC ones who watched the 
entire show or three quarters of it (56% versus 49%, as detailed 
in Table 2 in Appendix 3). % 

> 

c. Enjoyment from the Program 

On the average, the percentage of children who Enjoyed 
the program was larger than the percentage of non-enjoyers 
(56;; versus 30^5 respectively). This average percent of children 
^njoying the program is similar to the percentage reporting ^ 
having seen the entire program, and the overall correlation 
between the two is .66. ^ 

There was a gradual decline in the percentage of 
children who enjoyed the program (see Table 4 in Appendix 3): 
from 62'- who enjoyed tjjfisho^ *'very^much" at the beginning of 
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the season to A6% at ttie end. The decline 1n enjoyment fs 
somewhat sharper* among the MC than among the LC children 
(among the former; a decrease from 63% who enjoyed the show 
very much at the beginning to A0% who enjoyed it very much at 
the end; among the latter: from 6U at the beginning to 54% at 
the end). We also find that while at the beginning of th^ 
season KG children enjoyed the show less than G-2 and G-3 ones, 
the former exceeded the latter at the end of the season (see 
Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix 3). 

I 

The findings on enjpyment are very much in agreement 
with the findings on viewing, confirming the general trend: 
younger children and LC children see less of the program and 
enjoy it le^s at the beginning of the season, but after a 
'period of adjustment the amount of viewing and the amount of 
enjoyment increases over that of the older and MC children. 
There is, however, 3n overall decline on both variables. 



d.. Comprehension of the Program's Content ^ , • 

i3r\ tKe average, the percentage of children who could 
riot;answer more than one questions was 37. 5%, This percentage 
\ \ ' is relatively high considering that the percentage of children 
who, did not wa^ch the program (according to their own report!) 
was on the average only 9%, (The program remained basically 
in its original English-language version with a minimum of . 
explanatory narration in Hebrw. This too may account for the 
t low rate of comprehension of the program's content.) The 
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average perceni; of children who were able to answer all_ of the 
questions in the questionnaires was 37%, This average percent is 
low in comparison to 49% of the children who claimed to have seen 
the entire program. 

In general , there was a. slight decrease in the percentage 
of children who could answer all of .the content questions toward 
the middle of the season, but the percentage increased again 
toward the end (see Table 7 in Appendix 3). At the end of the 
season 34% Qf the children (compare with' 17% in the beginning) 
were able to answer all of the content questions. 

During the whole season, MC children showed better 
comprehension of the program than LC children* But ?nf»ng the 
MC there was a substantial decrease in comprehension scores^ 
(similar to the decrease in amount of viewing and enjoyment), 
while there was a systematic increase among the LC children. 
At the end o*^ the season the initial gap between the t^o groups 
was greatly reduced (see Table 8 1n Appendix 3). 

Siflfi'lar changes appeared among the different &ge groups, 
KG children comprehended the program's content <to a lesser extent 
than G-2 and G-3 children at the beginning of the season. However, 
comprehension of KG children improved gradually toward the end / 



This should not be*erroneou3ly interpreted. The decrease 
in comprehension scores implies a decline in attention to 
the program's shows and a loss of interest in its contents. 
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of the season, while the scores of the latter decreased (Table 9 
In Appendix 3). 

There is additional evidence for the existence of these 
contrasting trends to be found in the comparison of the comprehen 
slon changes among LC children of different age- groups* with those 
of MC children (see Table 10 in Apnendix 4). Among MC KG 
children there was a marked decrease in the percent who were able 
to answer all of the content questions (from 50% to 30% while 
among the KG LC there was no similar decrease. In G-2 there was 
an increase in the program's comprehension *by the LC but a 
decrease among the MC* There were similar differences in G-3* 

Examining the overall results of viewing, enjoyment and 
comprehension U becomes evident that HC children adjusted 
faster to the program's requirements than LC children* The 
former viewed more, enjoyed more and comprehended more. However, 
as the se^fon progressed' the pattern changed. MC children 
became less systematic, viewers (hence the drop In their compre- 
hension scores), and enjoyed the program less and less. This 
shift Is particularly evident in MC G-2 and G-3 children- It 
appears that as these children adjusted to the novel formats 
of the program, its content ceased to Interest them. They 

seem to have discovered that the content was too childish for 

g 

them. Hence the decline in their viewing and enjoyment* LC 



This should come as no surprise. After all, a middle class 8 
year old could not continue to be excited about a program which 
teaches him elementary material he had mastered three or four 
years earl ier. 



children* in contrast, had a longer period of adjustment. 
Once adjusted, th^ became systematic viewers, enjoyed the 
program and comprehended it relatively well. 
* ^ 
2. Attention to the Program's Segments . 

a. Changes Over Time 

As stated previously, changes in children's attention 
to show segments were recor^Jed by personal observations. Six 
children were chosen from each age and social class group and 
were invited to watch the program in groups of six on four 
occasions during the season. The observer?. recorded the 
children's behavior on every single minute of each show, and 
noted three mutually exclusive behaviors: attention, active- 
participation, o*<<ainattention. 

Inattentive behavior constituted a relatively large . 
proportion of time in the beginning of th^ broadcasting season 
(23.9% of the time on the first observation more than half the 
children were inattentiv^t see. Table 8). As the season 
progressed inattention gave way to active-participation'i This 
shift came as no surprise, since no, active participation could 
take place in stimuli which were too nove:l and not sufficiently 
understood. With increased exposure, familiarity increased .and 
viewing of the program became rr^re active. Table 8 shoWs the 
percent of minutes in each of the four observations where ntore 
than half the children displayed active participation or 
inattention, u 
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. Table 8: Percent oj Minutes of Each Show in Which 
More than Half the Children Displayed 
Active-Participation or Inattention 



J St . 2nd 3rd 4th 
Observation ' Observation Observation Qbservat i on 



Active 


Inatten- 


Active 


4 

Inatten- 


Active 


Inatten- 


Active 


Inatten- 


Partici- 


tion 


Partici- 


tion 


Partici- 


tion 


Partici- . 


tion 


pation 




pation 




pation 




pation 




10.35% 


23.95; 


15.4% 
* 


13.7% 


16.8% 


9.8% 


18.5% 


9% 



As can be seen* the percent of minutes in which more 
than half the children displayed inattention decreased from 24% 
to 9% while the percent of minutes in which more than half the 
children participated actively in the show rose from 10.3% to 
18.5% 

A detailed analysis by^ age and social class (Table 9) 
reveals that drops in inattention in ttje KG age ^roup were mor^ 
jjrohounced among MC than among LC children. In the latter 
group» the changes were'less stable and more haphazard. Changes 
in active participation revealed the opposite pattern. LC 
increased .their active participation more steadily than MC. In 
Jk'Z the patterns of both LC and MC are quite similar. However 
the most Striking difference in attention patterns is found 
among G-3 children. Both MC G-3 as well as LC children displayed 
a drop tn inattention^ but it is more pronounced among the LC» 
while most^moderate among the MC. Even more important are the 
changes in active-participation; among LC G-3 children there 
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was a steady and dramatic rise in active-participation, while 
there was a dramatic decrease in active-participation among 
the MC. Apparently MC G-3^chil(iren revealed a behavior that 
can be explained as loss of involvement in the program already 
in the first half of the broadcasting'season, while LC G-3 
children continued to be involve'd more actively, 



Table 9; Attention on Four Observations by Age and 
* Sodal-Class (in percent of minutes of 

each show) 



1st 



2nd 



3rd 



4th 



Active Inatten- 
Partici- ^ion 
pation 


Active Inatten- 
Partici- tion 
pation 


Active Inatten- 
Partici- tion 
pation 


Active Iiwtten- 
Partici- tion 
pati on 


-C ^- 10.6 23.3 
1.7 46.5 


12.0 19.5 
' 19.1 24.4 


12.5 23.4 
5.7 ' 17.3 


21.8 9.0 
18.7 8.3 


LC ^ - i.O 21.2 
AZ ^'^ 13.1 16.5 


9.7 2.3 
10.3 23.9 


15.7 18.0 
17.0 . ■ 19.0 . 


23.5 (5.8 
27.0 21.0 


LC - ^ 11.4 29.6 
20.5 9.3 


^0.9 5.9. 
20.4 6.4 


32.1 5.9 

18.2 5.5, 


42.0 . 5.0 . 
8.4 4.0 



- ( ■■ ■ 

jIt seems from these comparisons that there were two opposing- 
trends: lower SES children at all ages increased their active- 
participation in the program, while the MC, 8-9 year old 
displayed a growing loss of Involvement in it, at least as 
displayed by their active-participation In its segments. Yet 
the loss of involvement was not matched by growing inattention- 
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This confims flyr cerclusipns as presented in pur discussion of 
the djfferences jn vfifewing, enjoyment and comprehension. 

* - H * " 

b. Interesting and Soring Segments , 

Only segments to. whfch more than'50% of the children 
reacted Inattentively or with active-participation on fwre^ than 
two occasions were considered as "boring" or "interesting." For 
example* a ^egwjent was presented six times during the 12 
broadcasts in which, we observed the children. If at least two 
presentations 'Of 'thi5 segment produced inattention among more 
than 50% of the viewers r it W4S identified a^ "boring," and as "inter- 
esting" if U produced active-participation. In such a way 
the following 11 segnijents were singled out: songs, geometric 
forms, letter sounds, stories, Jenny's drawings, films, 4he 
numbers 1-10, single numbers", Solomon Grundy; Ernie and Bert, 
Bud and Jim. 

In Table 10, we present the number of times each of 
these segments wa^ shown irt the program sample we investigated, 
and the percent of timesjt produced in more than 50% of the 
children inattention or ^ctiv'e-participation . In order to 
assure that this analysis was reliable, all 12 broadcasts 
(observed at four different times) were randomly divided into 
two halves. The computations were first done on the first^ 
half and then on the second one. If significant differences, 
in terms of active-participation or inattention wHch a segment 
produced, were found between the two halves - we would have had 
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to take that segment out since its effect was not systematic. 
On the other hand, if there was no difference between the two 
halves - it could be claimed that the segment had a systematic 
effect. For this reason-y^ values were computed for every ^ 
comparison, thus turning it into a hypothesis testing procedure. 
In all t+ie comparisons, 91 values Were very low or insigni- 
ficant* thus indicating that our identification of "interesting" 
and "boring*' segments was sufficiently reliable. (Table 10, see. 
Page 50). 

From this analysis it can be learned that the number of 
segments which systematically prodcued inattention was greater 
than the number of segments which produced systematic active- 
participation. 

J 

What are the criteriji by mean si, of which *'interesting" 
segments differ from "boring^* ones? First* let us examine the 
factor of repetition. It seems that the frequency of repetition 
has no relationship to inattention. "The Speartnan Rank-Order 
Correlation between the number of ttfr^es a segment was presented 
during the season and the percent of times it pW)dLJced inatten- 
tiofl is .10* a low and insignificant correlation, In contrast - 
there seems to fc^p a negative correlation between the number of 
times a segment is presented and the percent of times it produces 
active-participation. The Rank-Order Correlation between the 
two is -.50 (not significant). One should be cautious in drawing 
quick generalizations from this since the segment sample was 
'rather small (11 segments). It can only be said that thereMs 
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Table 10: A Description of the Segments Which 
Aroused Inattention or Active- 
Participation On More than Two 
0(^s1ons 



The Segment 



No. of times 
Presented . 



No. of times inattention 
took place in more than 
half the children 



No. of times active 
participation took 
place 1n more than 
halfj^^ie children 



Songs 



42 



Geometric f^rms 18 



Letter Sounds 82 



Stories 8- 



Jenny's 

Drawings 10 



Films 36 



Single Numbers 50 



13 

(31%) 
7 

(38%) 

n 

(m) 

6 

(75%) 



7 

(70%) 
U 

(39%) 
11 

(22%) 



2 

( 5%) 
2 

(11%) 

( 8X) 
2 

(25%) 



r 

(19%)' 
5 

(10%) 



Numbers 1-10 34 

Solomon Grundy 4 

Ernie S Bert 26 

Bud & Jim 26 



0 
0 
0 
0 



5 

t'15%) 
4 

(100%) 

14 

(54%) 

13 

(50%) 
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no clear relationship between the nuinber of times a se^ent 1s 
presented and the amount of interest or boredom it produces* ^ 
although there Is the possibility that less frequentT^y shown 
segments produce more, involvement. ^ 

T ■ 

i ■ * ' 

A more detailed investigation of the "interesting** and 
tf>e "boring** segments dispelled the fear that the real factor 
of differentiation was the quality of the Hebrew translation. 
There were segments which were translated adequately (films) 
but produced inattention, while other segments, equally well 
translated, produced much active-participation (for example, 
Ernie and Bert), and vice versa. It is also difficult to claim 
that the differentiating factor was previous familiarity with 
the content. There were some segments whose content was not 
new yet they were boring (geometric figures) or Interesting \^ 
(numb^fers 1-10)> and there were*other segments whose content was 
new to the child and they were boring (letters) or IntVesting 
(Ernie and Bert). 

It seems that the main differentiating factor was the 
method of presentation: Segments which contained a direct 
didactic (instructional) element Increased Inattention .' This 
is true for all of the discus'sed segments except for the Songs 
segments which were boring although not direct Instruction. 
For these segments* and these alone* it Is possible to say that 
they caused boredom %i nee they were completely unknown to the 
children- . * 
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It >s possible to differentiate between the "boring" 
and "interesting" segments by means of an additional criterion, 
namely: the independence of the visual aspect of the segment . 
Whenever the criticaV*part of the information was in the sound- 
trafck, tbere ws much more inattention than when the critical 
part of the information was visual. Similarly, when the 
critical information was visual, there was more actjve- 
participation than in segments in which the critical information 
was verbalr This should be seen from the viewing child's point 
of viewr He could extract meaningful information (whether it 
was the information the producer had in mitid or not) from the seg- 
ments he saw such as Bud and Jim's, Ernie's and Bert's, 
Solomon Grundy's, and the numbers from 1 to 10, without having 
to follow the verbal talk on the sound-track. On the other 
hand, almost all of the segments which were characterized as ^ 
"boring" hdd little visual variability while most of the 
Information, to be extracted was part of the verbal explanation. 
The one exception was the Letter Sounds segments, where there 
was much visual variability and yet - inattention. Indeed, of 
all of the "boring" segments, this was the one in which the 
percent of inattention was the lowest. 

3. The Program's Effect on Children: The Field Study 



As mentioned earlier, the main purpose of the study was 

f 

to examine the interrelationships between exposure to the program 
and the changes that occur in the children's skills and knowledge. 
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More specifically, we wanted to investigate ^the effects that 
X^xposure had on achievements in the intended goal areas of the 
program, as well as on skills which we hypothesized to be related 
to media-literacy - skills w^tich could be affected by the 
presentation formats of the program. 

The tests for kindergartens stressed especially the 
former area and only two tests pertaining to media-literacy were 
included in the battery. In contrast, in our examination of 
school children we stressed especially the media-literacy area 
and included only two tests of the intended goal areas. All in 
all, there were three identical tests for KG and school children: 
Classification, Parts of the Whole, and Field Independence. 
Within the KG investigation, we manipulated an additional 
independent variable, namely encouraging mothers to watch the 
program with their children. Half the KG children (including 
LC and MC) were assigned to the mother-encouraged condition. 

a. A Note on Data Analysis 

Analysis of the data presented a number of difficulties 
which were discussed in the chapter on research design. As 
mentioned earlier, we chose to analyze the data by the method 
of multiple regression (with forced order of variables) through 
which we were able to isolate, or partial-out the contribution 
of the background, initial achievement and skill variables to 
the variance of any onp of the dependent variables. Once the 
contribution of all the background, initial achievement and 
skill variables was partia'Ued out, ij became possible to examine 
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the additional' or ''net" contribution of exposure to the program 
to the variance of any chosen dependent variable* This method 
is preferred to the compar^ison of pre- and posttest nean scores. 
Firstly, difference scores ar^e known for their doubtful reliabi- 
lity iCronbach & Furby, J970). Secondly, it is possible to 
expect changes in test scores to take place from one occasion 
to another five riKMiths later that are- not related to exposure 
to the program! On the other hand, we were only interested in ^ 
■ those changes which could be attributed, statistically, to the, 
main independent variable of the study: exposure to the program . 

We also compared within each age group the 25% of the 
children who watched the program the mOst (the upper viewing 
quartile, Q4) with the 25^ of the children who watched the least 
(thfe lower viewing quartile, Ql). It is obvious that these two 
groOps are not similar to each other - neither at the beginning 
of the season noV at the end of it* It 1s to be expected that 

w f 

^ % 

children, who choose to be heavy viewers of the program will be 
different in many respects from children who do not view it* 
Therefore, we chose to use the method of multiple regression 
in order to Isolate the Influences of the background, initial 
achievements and skills^, and compute the respective predicted 
posttest means as functions of the amount of exposure to the 
program- 

* One ha3 to be cautious in interpreting tfie findings 
based on stepwise regression analyses. The "net" amount of 
variance in any given dependent variable which is exclusively 
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accounted for by amount of exposure* depends to an extent on the 
amount of variance which is partialled out due to background, 
initial achievement and skill variables. Therefore, there is 
much more meaning to the relative contributions to the variance 
when groups are compared* and less so to the absolute contribu- 
tions. If r for example* we find that exposure to the program 
contributes in group 'a* to 20% of the variance of a given final 
test* while in group *b* the comparable contribution reaches 
only 8%j then we can see who was more and was less ^'affected*' 
by exposure to the program. 

The absolute percent of accounted for variance in each 
one of the groups is contigent upon the amount of Tariance 
isolated previously. This amount is influenced by the number 
of background and achievement variables anj^zed by the various 
steps of the multiple regression, If some variables were 
excluded the overall variance accounted for would be smaller* 
whereas if some variables were added "%he overall variance 
accounted for could be greater. 

A secQnd point to be remembered when interpreting the " 
findings is that "effect" here m^ns the amount of variance of 
any posttest that can be accounted for by the differences in 
exposure to the program. We are notliiealing here with the 
number of achievement-points the children scored as a result 
of viewing the program but with the strength of the relationship 
between exposure and posttest achievement s Larger portions of 
posttest variance which are attributable to exposure (other 
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things ""^de statistically to be part equal) are Interpreted as 
indicating stronger effects of exposure to the program* 

Exposure to the program was measured by four measures* 
three of them were used on six occasions during the broadcasting 
season: the .amount of viewing of the programi the amount of its 
enjoyment, and contenrv comprehension the day after a show was 
aired. The fourth measure was a test ( Sesame ^Street Test) that 
was administered at the end of the season with all the other 
posttests. Each one of these measures could contribute to the 
^variance of a posttest. These contributions are partially 
overlapping. Therefore we can combine the non-overlapping 
contributions of these four measures to the variance ef each 
posttest. But. this kind of combination is allowed, or possible, 
only when there are intercorrelations among the four measures. 

Table II shows the intercorrelations between the four 
exposure meaures separately for each of the groups in the 
field-study. -(See Pige 58). • # 

The correlations with the Sesame-Street test scores 
were rather importarit to us. In frost of the groups and sub- 
groups, there were significant correlations between comprehen- 
sion of the program's content the day ifter its broadcast and 
scores on the Sesame -Street test. Only G-3 classes jrere an 
exception to this. In general, the correlations in KG were 
, higher than the correlations in the grade school sample. They 
were especially higff among LC KG children and especially low 
in G-'S. 



On the basis of these correlations we reached the 
coHGlusion that the non-overlapping contributions of the 
exposure measures could be combined, in the kindergartens but 
not 1n the grade school sample. 
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Table 11: Intercorrelations Among the Fcnjr 
Exposure Measures in the Various 
Sub-Groups of the Field Study , 



Sesame 

Viewing Enjoyment Comprehension . Street Test 

i 

KG: General (n=93) 

1. Viewing ^ - .105 .265* .230* 

2. Enjoyment - - .479** .419** 

3. Comprehension - . - - ,61 7** 



KG: Children without 

Encouragement (n=44} 

1 , Viewi ng - . 640** . 622** , 399** 

2, Enjoyment - - . ,470** • ,362* 

3, Comprehension . _ _ , 560** 



KG: Encouraged group 
{n=49} 



, 1, 


Viewing 


,016 


.200 


,345* 


2, 


Enjoyment 




,345* 


,225 


3, 


Comprehension 






, 244, 


KG: Low SES {n=50) ^ 








1„ 


Viewing 


.667** 


■ ,473** 


,468** 


2, 


Enjoyment 




,516** 


,432** 


3. 


Comprehension 






,599** 


KG: Middle Class {n=43) 


> 






1, 


Viewing 


. -,069 


,294* 


,110 


2, 


Enjoyment 




,282 


, .238 


3. 


Comprehension 


* 

• 




,471** 


School : 


General {n=224} 








1. 


Viewing 


.655** 


, 227** 


,062 


2. 


Enjoyment 




,392** 


,012 


3, 


Comprehension 






,179* 










-Si. 



*P<,65 **P^,01 
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Table U (cont'd.) 



Sesame 





Viewing 


Enjoynrent 


Comprehension. 


Street Test 


School : 


G-2 (n=106)' , 








K 
2. 
3. 


Viewing 

Enjoyment 

Comprehension 


.685** 


. .156 
..343*J 


■ .041 ' 
.078 
:352** 


School : 


G-3 (n=118) 








1. 

2. 

, 3. 


Viewing 
Enjoyment ^ ' 
Comprehension , 


.623** 

^ : 


.342** 
.'482** 


.081 
-.053 
-.049 


School: 


Low SES (n=94) 




* 




K 
2: 
3. 


Viewing - V 
, Enjoyment - i 
Comprehension 


.836** 


.271** 
.289** 


.307** 

.199 

.322** 


School : 


Middle Class 
(n=130). 




* 




1: 
2. 

3. 


Viewing 
Enjoyment , 
Comprehension 


.396** 


,053 
, .038 . 


-.075 
,057 
.411** 


*PX.05 • . 




?7 — : 

• 




** 


P<.01. ■ 


* 
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b. The Effects of -£xpQSure to the Program on KG Children 

The mean pretest and posttest scores of the LC and the" 
MC KG children are presented in Table 12-^ As it can be seen, 
there are substantial initial differences between the two groups 
{all differences are statistically significant, P<,05) in favor 
.of the MC group. Similar differences can be found in the posttests, 

Table 12: Mean Pretest and Posttest Scores of 
LC and MC Kindergarten Children 



Protest 



Posttest 





Low 

X 


SES 

SD 


1 Middle Class] 
(N=48) 1 
T SD 


1 Low SES 
^(N=50) 

t T 


t Middle Class 
(N=43) 
T SD 


letter Matching 


3.04 

• 


1.11 


3.81 


1.05 


4.76 


2.19 


5.27 , 


2.20 


Picture-Number 
Mat(jhing 


8,98 


1.75 


>0.76 


0.98 


10.53 


2.15 


J1.23 


_2.65 


Number Matching 


' 2,94 


1.19 


7.36 


1.18 


4.07 


1.32 


8.04 


1.98 


Field- 
Independence 


3.35 


1.77 


5.03 


1.75 


5.58 , 


1.95 


6,74 


1.42 


Parts of the 
Whole 


4.00 


2.33 


6.12 


2^04 


. 5.91 


■2.23 


7,42 


■ 3.27 


Relational 
Concepts 


4.27 


1.33 


5.71 


0.93 


5.43 


1.40 


6.37 


1.04 


Classif Icatton 


6.64 


3.98 


10.16 


3.44 


8.81 


4.44 


13.66 


2.7? 


Ordering of 
Pictures 


0.84 


0.95 


1.81 


1.02 


2.07 


1.39 


1.81 


0.79 


Sesame Street 
Test ' 

f 




4 






3.33 


^2.94 


" 7.09 


3.50 



00 
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(1 ) Did the Program Have an Effect on the Children's Achievement? 

In order to examine the effects that exposure to the 
program had on posttest scores, all KG children were first divided 
Into four viewing quartiles. The effects of background-And 
initial (pretest) achievement were Isolated and for each one of 
the two extreme quartiles - heavy and light viewefs - predi-cted 
nreans (i.e., the means expected on the basis of the regression 
equation) of achievement scores were C'Oirfputed. These are presented 
ifi Table 13. 



Table 13: Predicted Postttest' Means^for the Two 
Extreme Vl'ewiog Quartiles 



The Test 



Predicted PiredictM 
Means of ;-,vMeans of. 
Lower Viewing UpperViewing 
Quartile '.Quartile , 
( N=23) (N=23) ^ 



Contribution of 
Exposure ' 
Sy.x F P 



Letter Matching 1.43 

Number Matching 1 . 55 

Picture-Number 12.68 
Matching 

Field Indfependehcfe 4.81 
Parts of the Whole' ' 2.12 

RelatiorV]^ Concepts 6.76 

Classification S.09 

Picture Ordering 1 .26 



14.68 .488 .1.64 11.09 <C.O] 

8.60 ,406 1.32 5.43 -^,05 

14.94 .572 0.79 1.60 

5.33 .352 1.24 0/22 

14.84 .306 '2.56 6.26 <.05 

7.01 .397 1.01 0.06 

22.04 .735 2.45 9.86 <.01 

- 0.53 .549 0.75 ' 1.31 • 
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It can be seen from the table that after background* 
initial acfiiewment and skill scores were partial led out* heavy 
viewers {Q4) outperformed light viewers (Ql) on nearly all 
posttests. This is to say that when the two groups are statis- 
tically made equal and only amount of viewing left to differen- 
tiate between them, trfere appear differences between the ^ 
predicted mean posttest scores of the two quartiles. These 
differences are significant in four out of the eight tests. 

This comparison, revealing as it may be, excludes, in 
fact, half the children. Analysis of the contribution of 
exposure to the program to posttest performance when all the 
KG children are considered is presented in Table 14. This table 
presents the posttest variance accounted for by background and 
pretest scores (first three columns) as well as their total 
contribution when added up (fourth column). After the contri- 
bution of these factors ha: been partialled out* exposure was 
entered and its additional contribution to the posttest variance 
was tested for significance. (Table 14, see Page 63). 

The overall analysis, based on all of the children^ 
yields a picture similar to that which was pro^l^ by the ~ 
comparison of weighted means. But the present analysis provides 
more detail. ^ 
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Table 14: Amount of Posttest Variance Accounted 
for by ^ckground. Initial Achievement 
and Exposure for All KG Children (N=93) 



Variance \ S 
accounted \ 
for^on . . \ 


ource 

SES 
^ -r2 


Other 

DdCk- 

ground 
variables 


All 

Al 1 
pre- 
tests 
+r2 


Total 
r2 


Contribution of 
Exposure , 

+r2 f 


P 


Viewing 


4.6% 


49.0% 


5.0? 


58£% 








Enjoyment 


6.3 


18.9 


17.3 


42.5 

* 








Comprehension 


13.4 


17.3 


16.6 


47.3 








Sesame Street 
Test 


24.6 


7.2 


12*. 7 


44.5 








Matching of 
Letters 


0 


2.7 


19.2^ 


21.9 


5.2% 


4.71% 


<.05 


Matching of 
Numbers 


8.7 


13.2 


12.6 

• 


34.5 


11.8 


14.26 


<.0l 


Picture-Number 
Hatching 


13.2 


6.6 


22.7 


42.5 


7.8 


9.84 


-i.Ol 


Independence 




i . t 


1 J . J 




4.0 


3.64 




Parts of the 
Whole 


0.7 


8.8 


11.8 


20.3 


13.3 




<.01 


Rational 
Concepts 


11.3 


n.i 


I7.2 


39.6 


3.8 


4.53 


< .05 


Classification 


24.7 


4.7 


24.3 


53.7 


8.4 


" 12.95 


<.01 


Picture 
Ordering 


35.9 


7.1 


8.8 


51.8 


1.4 


2.45 
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It can be seen that exposure accounted for signifi«nt 
portions of ptfsttest variance in all the intended goa\ areas. 
The biggest contribution that exposure had was to the test of 
Parts of the Whole and^to Matching Numbers."^ fn contrast, we do 
not find that exposure to the program contributed significantly 
to performance on the test of Picture Ordering. Exposure to 
the program had some contribution to the variance of the Field 
Independence test* but was not found to be significant at 
thejequired level. As previously stated* these two latter 
tests were supposed to mia>ure components of the children's 
media-literacy. The absence of effect on perfortnance on thiese 
two tests evidently shows that exposure to the program* evjn 
though It was psychologically demanding, did not change the 
skills which W hypothesized to be affected by the presentation 
formats of the medium, 

(2) Who Has MoVe and Hho Has Less Affected? In Hhich Areas? 

The socio-economic background of the children, other 
background factors* and especially the initial achievement 
scores had large effects on posttest achievement 'Scores » as can 
be seen in Tabl^ 14, Therefore* it was found necessary to 
separate between LC and MC children in order to measure the 
contribution that exposure to the program had on each of the 
groups. Table 15 presents the multiple regression analyses of 
the data on MC {N=43) atid LC children (N=50) ^|||ately, (Tabli 
15, see Page 65). 

/ .3 



Table 15". Amount of Posttest Variance Acceunted for 
by Background, Initial Achievement and 
Exposure for E5^ch SES Group at KG Age 



All back- All 



Contribution of 



Variance \ Source 

Accounted \ of 

for on . . \ Variance 


ground 
variables 
R2 


Pretests 


■ Total 




ixposure 

F " 


Viewing 


MC 


22.4% 


26.4% 


48.8% 








LC 


37.4 


26.1 


63.5 






En joyrnent 


MC 


17.3 


52. 7 


70.0 


♦ 


> 




LC 


26.0 


" 23^2 


49.2 






Comprehension. 


MC- 


29.0 


45.9 


-^74.9 








LC 


.37.6 


28/^ 


65.9 














> 


\ 

1 




S^^sm^ Street 


MC 


12.6 


4^9 


6i:.5 








LC ' 


20.2 

/ 


25.7 


. 45.9 " 






Letter Matching 


MC. 


14.8 


■ 36.0 


50.8 


4.3% 


1.96 




LC 


26.7 


21.1 


^7.8 


16.3 


5.40* 


Number MatchinQ 

r * 


MC 


38.2 


16.6 


54.8 




4.50* 


LC 


25.2 X 


31 .3 


, . 56.5 


17.8 


7.30* 


Picture- Number 




14.1 ■ 


46.8 


60.9 


10.1 


4-. 76* 


Matching 


cc 


• 16.8 


. 4,5.2 


■ 62.0 


14.0 


5.20* 


Field 


MC . 


1 

, . 3.7 


2ff,4 


32.1 


9.6 


3.75 


Independence 


Lt 


15.3 


?8.5 


44.8 


5.1 


2.20 


Parts of the 


MC 


19.0 


* 17.8 


36.8 


18.3 


'6.90* 


Whole 


LC 


20.9 


27.6 


48.5' 


6.6 


3.60 


Relational 


MC 


16.1 


39.1 


55.2 


4.2 


.^.10 


Concepts' 


LC 


16.9 


26.4 


43.3 


17,. 7 


V, 8 :10* 


Classification 


MC 


30.1 


24.3 


54.4 


14.3 


6.90* 


% 


LC 


8.2 


32. 3 


' 60.5 


9.2 


4.80* 


Picture Ordering 


MC 


. 29.1 


28.9 


- 58.0 


7.4 ' 


3.40 




LC 


14.Q 


27.3 


41.3 


. ^ 5.3 


?.10 



* p<.05 
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Comparing the contributions of exposure to posttest 
performance of the MC and the LC groups* we find that in the 
tests of letter Matching, Number Matching, Picture*Number Match^ 
ing> and Relational Concepts, exposure to the program accounted 
for more of the posttest variance among the LC. The opposite 
it the case in the tests of Parts^ of the Whole and in Classifi- 
cation* where exposure to the program accounted for a larger 
portion of the variance among the MC. ' This finding is somwhat 
surprising since it is rarely the case that* other factors 
/held constant* LC children benefi.t more than MC ones (Katzman, 
1973). 

Examination of the mean scores and the respective 
standard deviations makes the possibility of a ceiling effect 
unlikely. That is, the possitility that MC children received 
too high scores to allow for further improvements was ruled 
unlikely. Thus* for example* the mean posttest .score of !the 
MC group was 5.27 (SD: 2.20) on the test of Lettfer Matching, 
while the maximum could be a score of 8; their mean Number 
Matching score was 8.04 (SC: 1.98) out of a possible score 
of 11; and a mean score of 6»37 {SD; 1.04) on the test of 
Relational Concepts, out of a possible score ,of 8» 
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It is thus intriguing to ask Whether there might be a ' 
profound difference between the goal areas in which' the LC group 
was more affected fas compared with the areas in whjch the MC 
group wa? more affepted. In other words, are there some 
underlying psycj)0l6gjical differences between the tests of Parts 
of the Whole and Classification on which MC profited more and 
the other tests on which LC gained more? 

A somewhat- intuitive examination of the tests suggests 
that the differen^ tests of Matching, as well as the test of 
Relational Concepts, require an analytic approach, calling for 
differentiation tnd (partly, at least) visual discrimination. 
On the other hano, the tests of Parts of the Whole and Classifi- 
cation appear to require an approach of syrfthesis , that is, ^ 
combining elements and abstracting a new entity on the basis of 
the new combination. 

If indeed these are the factors differentiating between 
the two types of tests, then on the basis of a taxomopic- 
^^^"^^fiW:archical view of skills (Bloom, 1956; Kropp and Stoker, 
1966) we could hypothesize that improvements in the area of 
synthesis need to be contingent upon [irior achievements in the 
area of analysis. It follows that children who have reached an 
initial mastery of analytic s<<ills should be able to impro\^e in 
the area of synthesis. On the other hand, children with initially 
poor mastery of analytic skills should improve first in the area * 
of analysis. Thus, we would expect early achievements on ^ests 
which require analysis to predict later achievements on tests ^ 
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qf synthesis but not vice versa* i.e., early achievements in 

synthesis should not predict later performance on analytic tests 

_ J __ 
This hypothtesis. can be tested by means of the crossed- 

lagged correlation panel. Pre- and posttest achievements on 

both types of^tests are intercorrelated and the magnitude of* 

these correlations is, the^ examined. (See Figure 1, Page 69)* 

The tests of Classification and Parts of the Whole were 

considered to. represent the area of synthesis while the other 

tests were considered as tests of analytic and^pdiscrimination* 

ability. ' ^ 

Examination of the correlations on thfe diagona^ls makes 
it evident that-itrediction from' early mastery of analytic skills 
to later mastery of synthesis is farJbetter than prediction in 
the opposite direction. For insta^n^ , pretest scores on the 
Number Matching test j[assumed to be a test of visual analysis) 
correlated ,41 {P<,01) with Classification posttest scores. 
However, pretest Classif;icat1on scores correlated only -.02 with 
Number Matching posttest scores. Thus we seem to have evidence 
to support claims that (a^the tests pertain apparently to two 
classes, of abilities, possibly - analysis and synthesis, ami 
(b) mastery in^the area of synthesis is contingent upon prior 
mastery In the area of analysis. ^ ^ 
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Figure 1; Crossed-Lagged Correlatij^ Pariel of 
Pre- and Posttests of Analysis and 
Synthesis (N=93) 



Posttest Classi- 
(May) fication 



Pretest Classi^ 
(November) f ication 



Letter 
20* Matching 



^li^i, ^ Letter 
Matching 




Classi- ^ NuTFtoer 
f ication -26 Hatching 



.51*^ 



Classi- 
fication 




.05 



14 Number 
Matching 



Posttest 
(May) 



Classi- 
fication 



-51 



Pretest Classi- 
(November) ,-fication 



^ Relational 
^34** Concepts 



-35^ 




Relational 
Concepts 



Classi- 
fication 



f'icture 
Number 
51** Matching 



.46^ 




Picture 
Classi- ' ^ ^ 3Q** Number 
fication ' ' Matching 



Posttest 
(May) 



Part & 
Uhole 




Letter 
Matching ^ 



-.05 



Pretest Part & -,29** Letter ' 
(Novemf)er) Whole * Matching 




Whole 



Number 
Matching 



Part & - ' . Number 

-.27?* ■ 



Matching 



ERLC 
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Figure 1 (tont'd.) 



Posttest * Part & , 
(May) Whole * .22* 



Pretest Part & 
(November) HKole 



Posttest 
(May) 



Pretest 





Field 
Indep'en 



(November) dene* 
* P<.05 

** p <;.,oi 



Pictured 

Numbers 

Matching 

.'46** 



Pictures 
28** Numbers 
Matching 



Classi- 
fication 



,23** Classi-' 
f ication 



Part & 
Whole 



Part & 
Whole 



Field 
Indepen- 



Rela- 
tional 
•^^4^ Concepts 




.22^ 



I 

,28** 




VM5 








Field 







Rela- 
tional 
Concepts 



Part & 
Whole 



.20* 



Indepen- -.20* Part & 
dence ^ Whole 



In light of the above one cffq better understand jifi^ LC 
children, whose Initial mastery wa$ rel^t4veljt.4<rtron all tests 
(iSble l'^), benefited more in one area while HC children profited 
more in another. Since MC children have started out with a , 
relatively high level af mastery in the analytic area, they 
could be affected by the program ilh the area of^ synthesis. LC 
' chilElren, on^^the,othe^ hand, needed to improve in their analytic 
abil ities ^before :exposijre to the program could improve their 
abil i ties of synthesi s. 
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It IS reasonable to conclude that exposure to Sesame 
street had differential effects. Each chiTd gained from the 
.program in ai^area ir> which tis deficiency (i.e., relatively 
poor mastery) was more basic. Hence the stronger effect on- LC 
children in areas measured by the tests, of Matching and the 
test of Relational Concepts, and the stronger effect on HC 
children in areas measured by the tests of Classificatior} and 
Parts of the Whole. 

I. - * 

(3) - The. Effect of Encouraging the Mothers 

As previously stated, the KG children were .divided into 
two groups: one group of children (two kindergartens: one of 
lower clais children and onfe of middle class children) whose 
mothers were evouraged to co-observe the program with their 
children, and a second group (identically composed) - whose 
mothers were not encouraged, thus watching the program as they, 
pleased. < . - ' 

It was hypothesized that children whose mothers were ' ^ 
co-obsgrving the program with them would r]ot only watch the 
program ffnore but would also benefit more from it. Table 16 
presentj the dmwtlof posttest variance accounfted for by 
encouragement of mothers aftei^ partiaUing out the effect of • 

background variables and initial Achievements, separately, for jf 

A ^ 
MC and LC children' 
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As hypothesized* encouragement of mothers contributed 
to the amount of exposure to the program* but this contribution 
was only significant in the LC group (8.6%)* In the MC group 
it was very small- Similarly* encouragement of mothers 
contribute4 impressively to the enjoyment of the LC children 

(23E*6%)an# somewhat less t<). their comprehension of the program*s 
content (6:U), but not to the enjoyment and comprehension of 

. the MC. children. Fpr them, exposure to the program, enjoyment 
jFrorn it and coinprehensioR of its content were not affected by 
the enciurdgement given to their mothers. 

* Aside from the effect of encouragement on the exposure' 
patterns of LC> one should notice the nearly total absence of 
any posttest va»^ance accounted for directly by mothers* 
encourag^ent . The only Exception is Field Independence* where 
encouragement made a significant difference for MC but not for 
.LC children. (Table 16* see. Page 73). 

If encouragement did not have a direct effect on 
learning beyond its effects on the amount the LC children were 
exposed to the program* it had an indirect effect on them 
Inasmuch as it made their social class affiliation become less 
signif icant-a predicto r, as shown in Table 17 (see Page 74). 



81 



rable 16: Amounts of Posttest Variance Accounted 
for by Mother *s Encouragement After 
Controlling for Background and Initial 
Achievement Variables 



Variance 


Total Group"* 
(N=93) 


Among Middle Class^ 
(N=43) 


Amon( 


I tow SES^ 
^N-50) 


accounted 
for on . . . 




F 




F ^ 




F 


Vievnng 


L .DA. 


OA 




1 ^ D J 


8.6% 


8.92** 


EnjoyJTient 


, 7 n 






n 


23.6 


25.20** 


Comprehension 


0 A 


A OC* 


r\ A 


0.32 


6.1 


6.28* 


Sesame Street Test 






c . / 


1 .65 


6.3 


3.68 


Letter Matching 


A 0 


A on^ 




J. /2 


0.9 


0.61- 


Number Matching 


IJ 


' 1.46 


0.1 


0.03 


0.2 . 


0.17 


Pi r^r j^A — Mr jmh Ak^ 

Matching 


0.1 


0.18 


1.8 


0.90 


0.8 


- 

0.96 


Field Independence 


9.1 


9*40** 


13.0 


5.17* 


5.7 


3.25 • 


Parts of the Whole 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5.4 


■ 3.42 


Relational Concepts 


2.2 


2.74 


1.^ 


0.88" 


0 


0 


Classification 


0.5 


o;.8e 


, D ' 


p * 


2.1 


1.85 


Pi' ture Ordering 


1.7 


2.62 


0.1 


0.04 


- 0.2 


0.10 

















P<.05 



** P<.01 



\ 



1 All encouraged children in comparison 
with all ndt-encoi^sged ones, 

2 Comparison between/ the MC encouraged 
and tic not-encouraged; '1 

3 Comparison between LC encouraged and 
LC not^encourag^d. 
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Table 17: Amounts of Exposftre^and Ppsttest 
Variance Accouot^d for by'SES 



Differences in the ^Encouraged and t 
Not-Enqouraged Groups . . 



0 

* 


Encouraged Group 
(N=50) 

• ■ .F '• 


■ Npt-Encouraged Groi/p 
(N=43) 

r2 ' T 


Viewing 


4.5'^ 


2.21 


27. 6^ 


16.00**_ 


^ * V Enjo>gnent ^ 




*(TV '3 7 


1 y .4 


10- 1 / 


. Comprehension 


5.5 


2.7^^ 


31.2 


19.01** 


SesameJ-Street Test 


■ 31 .2 




25.7 


14.53** 


Letter ^Matching 


4.3 


2.12 


12.6 

< 


6.06* 


^ ^ Number MatfchtTtg 


12 ;9 


6.65 ' 

* 




,2.95. 


, Picture-fjluflTber 
^ MatchiT^ 


0.9 


0.45 


^4.0 


2.1 . 65** 


Rield * ln4e[>enderfcc 


21.7 


' - ?3.04**' 


0.2-. • 


0.06 


Parts of*frhe Whole 


. 3.6 


1.78 ' 


0.1 


0.02 










4 


Relational Concep-tf 


' 5,6 




19.8^ 


10.36** 


^ ^ Classification 


16.5 


/ ■ 9.29** 


. . 36.5 • - 

* 


24.19** 


* Pi-cture Ordering 


28.7 


18197** 


44.0 


33.02** 


* PX.O& 
■ ** ^><.oi 


J 


* 

* 


• 


- \ 

* 



Examination of the'^amounts of posttest variances accounted- 

ft 

for* by SES differences in the encouraged and not-encouraged groups 
shows a differential pattern. While SES ac^counted for relatively- 
*1arge portions of posttest variance in^e^ not-encouraged group* 
1t accounted for <far less varianc^ in the encouraged group. Thus, 
e.g., whereas SES differences accounted for of the Classi- 

ficaMon test variance in the not-enpouraged group, it accounted 
for only 16.5% in the encouraged group. The same pattern can be 
seen in most other tests. The only exception is the Field Inde- 
pendence Test, where encouragement accentuated SES differences in 
favor of the middle class. This had been noted in Table 16, 
and will be discussed later. ^ 

With respect to most of the posttest measures, jone finds 
that encouraging mothers attenuates rather strikingly the 
predictive power of SES > It appears as if ttre psychological 
-correlates of SES differences become either completely irrele- 
vant 9r at least far l^ss relevant when mothers «re encouraged 
to co-observe the program witti their children. , 

General ly*t*m, the encouragement of mothers had a 
relatively strong^^t indii^ect effect on* the fearnln^ of the JLC, 
but not the MC group/ This effect was mediated by the tnodes of . 

• J'' 

exposure to the program. Encouraged tc children' viewed more Qf 
t^^e.Lprogram and knew more of its messages. H6wever,^ the^ 
complnent of,exp^osure which was most strongly and^ directly 
affected by mothers* pncouraqement wps,the .children's enjoyment 
of the program. Indeed* enjoyment was a significant contributor 
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to learning Tn the LC, but not in the MC group, Wliile enjoyment 
correlated non-signifncantly wfth posttest measures in the MC 
group {median r - .15; range from -,09 to .29), it correlated 
much higher in the LC group (median r = ,36; range from .20 tp , 
.66). Moreover, whereas ehjoyment correlated only moderately 
with the other measures in the not-encouraged LC group {median 
r = ,28), It correlated far higher in the encouraged LC group 
(median r = ,48), Within the MC group no such differences were 
found. It IS warranted to conclude that while enjoyment makes 
little difference for MC children, it i^Aif much importance to 
LC ones. 



It seems, then^ that the encouragement of mothers had 
mainly an affective influence, which was negligiblie in ty^ 
group but very-functional for the LC children. For them, 
apparently, enjoyment, hence positive affect, mary be very 
conducive for benefiting from a program such as Sesame Street . 
It makes them benefi^t nearly as much, and sometimes more, than 
MC childrerTTN This finding is ip keeping with Berlyne'^s (1969) 
finding concerning the increased pleasantness of^a stirdulus 
with the decrease in its ambiguity or complexity. 

*Yet, there is the question as to why only LC children 
benefited from mothers co-observing in terms of increased 
enjoyment and^comprehension of the show while MC children did 
not. A possible answer, though one for Which no direct evidence 
is available, is that MC children watch^television with their 
mothers quite frequently ^^yway and hence tio change of, situation 
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and social atmosphere wasNexperienced by them when mothers 
complied with our request. Indeed* their mean viewing* enjoyment 
and comprehension scores were significantly higher than those 
of the LC children, even without thte addition of co-observing 
mothers. But this could not account for the fact that their 
Field I'hdependence scores (unlike those of LC) were directly 
affected by the co-observation of mothers. 

Ue may, however* safely assume that the encouraged 
mothers of all children were active co-observers and aided the 
children to structure the messages and attend to particular 
elements in the program." * This wa5> qui te. 1 ike\y, " redundant for 
the MC but r>ot for the LC children with regard to all measures 
but_ Field Independence. Here* the mothers* behavior of singling 
out specific elements in the program may have provided unplanned 
for, inci<jental training which may have manifested >tself in the 
children's performance on a test which measured a similar 
capability. Since this test measures a cognitive style rather 
than a particular and more easily iT\0difiable skill, i't would be 
possible to hypothesize that it i? the initially less field 
dependent child* observing a i)rogram with a more analytically 
oriented mothfer, who benefits more frorn^ her paticipation in 
this area. 

\ 

(4) Summary ' - \ 

The first questign we wanted to answer was: does exposure 
to the program affect. the kindergarten children's achi^evements? 

■ ' ■ \ 

8o 




# 
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Comparison of the posttest scores of heavy viewers {the upper 
viewing quartile) with the scores of light viewers {the lower 
viewing quartile), after partialling out the background variables 
and initial achievements, repeals that the proVam had a substan- 
tial effect on four out of the eight areas investigated. A more 
detailed investigation based on aJlof the KG children reveals 
that exposure to the program had a significint contribution to 
the variance of six out of the eight^tests. All of the areas 
which were affected by exposure to fhe program were from amongst 
the Original goal^ areas. On the other hand, the measures which 
we subsumed under media-literacy (Picture Ordering Test and 

Field Independence^) were not at all affected. \ 

♦ 

The second question we asked was who was more affected 
by exposure to the program, and in which areas? Our analyses 
indicated that SES was a strong predictor. Indeed, examination 
of the LC and the MC groups indicated that the program had 
differential effects. LC were affected more in t+iose areas 
which* seemed to require an analytic approach to st-imuli* 

.while the MC children were more affected in those areas which 
we think require more an approach of synthesis. In order to 
test this hypothesis* ike examined, the possibility that early 
achievements on analytic tests condition later achieiJements in 
tests which require, apparently, an approach of synthesis, but 
not the reverse. On the basis of correlational analyses, the 
hypothesis was confirmed; achievements on tests such as' Letter 

^Matching, Number Matching, and Relational Concepts (assumed t\j 
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be analytical ) ^idequately predicted posttest achievements on 
the tests of Classification and Parts of the Whole (assumed to 
require skills of synthesis). We did not find high correlations' 
in the opposite direction. Hence, we concluded that the 
suggested differentiation between the two types of tests was 
reasonably valid. It was consequently concluded that LC 
children benefited more in the analytic area, since mastery of 
it is prior condition to improvement in the area of synthesis. 
MC children prof ited- more in the area of synthesis, since their 
initial mastery of analysis was sufficient to allow improvement 
in synthesis . ' ^ ■ . 

The third question we presented was concerned with the 
effect on the amount of learning from thef program of encouraging 
mothers to co-observe the program with their children.^ 
Encouragement of mothers was not found to affect the amount of 
viewing done by the MC children but di^ affect the amount of 
exposure of the LC children- The eff^t on the children's 
enjoyment from the program was especially salient. Excourage- 
^ent of mothers did not have a di rect effect on achievements, 
except^ on Field Independence, in which mainly MC children 
were affected. On the other hand, we found that encouragement 
of mothers had an indirect effect On acTiievements , inasmuch as 

\it substantially reduced the predictive or differentiating 
power of SES differences.- The ever-presenj differences between 
the LC and the MC children were dramatically attenuated in the 
■ ^; ^ encouraged groupt The gap between these two groups remained a 



\ 



o - 



^ ^ 88 
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strong preclic€or in the gro^jp of children who watched voluntarily, 
without mothers* encouragement, , 

c. The Effects of the Program on Grade-School Children 



The mean pretest achievement scores of LC and MC school 
children are presented in Table 18. It should be noted that the . ^ 
school children's scores are not necessafily higher (in two cases they arel 
even lower) than the scores of the KG children, when compared on 
the identical tests. However, the different testing conditions . 
may account for this anomaly: while th^ KG children were tested " \^ 

individually , the gr^de-school children were tested in groups . 



Table^l8: Mean Pretest and Posttest $cores 
of LC and MC School Children 



-\ Low S£S 
' (N=82) 



PRETEST 

ffiJdle Class 
(N=142) 



POSTTEST 
Low SE5 Middle Class 
(N=82) (N=142)* 



\ 

Parts of the Whole 

Class1ficat^\on 

Field Independence 

Drderiqg of 
Pictures 

Points of yiew 

Figure & Ground 

Close-up - Long 
Shot 

Sesame Street < 



SD 


X 


SD ■ 


SD 


X 


SD ■ 


2.10 


7.60 


1.88 


8.18 1.94 


8.45- 


1.60 


2.96 


7.73 


2.73 


9.91 2.76 


10.95, 


' 2.79 


1.48 


5.46 


1.30 


2.30 ' 1.56 


' 6.67 


1.35 


0.84. 


* 1.13» 


0.80 


1.30 . 1.05 


1.7a 


•,U13 


0.90 


1.48\ 


0.84 


'1.34 0.87 


1.90 


0.92 


'l.32 


2.41 


1.26 ' 


' 2.70 1.41 


3.06 


1.59 


Q.94 


2.78 


1..78 


a.60 1.31 


4. .16* 


1.15 








6^7 ■ 3,41 
/ * 


8.85 


3.34 




' \ 
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As seen in Table 18, the MC children score somewhat 
higher on the pretest than the LC chiTdren, although the dif- 
ferences are not significant except for two tests; Ordering of 
Pictures and Figure and Ground, But the^e,ljFifffirenc^;.aV§rou9h - 
signif icant,are quite small. There ire soTiewhat larger - 
differences between the LC and MC stpres in the ppsttests, a 
point to which we will return later on. 



(1) Did the Program Have an Effect on the, Children's 
Achievements and Skills? 

All tests, except for the test^ of C'lassffication and 
Parts of the Whole. perta-ined, as we hypothesized, to media- 
literacy. The following analyses therefore present mainly the 
program's effects' on this particular domain of skilH. 

As with the KG sample, heavy viewers (upper quartile) 
were compared on the {>osttest scores with light viewers (lower 
quarttle), after all other measuVjed sources of variance had 
been partiilled out, Th$ pred-icted posttest means of the two 
quartiles are presented in T^ble 19. As can be seen,^ there were 
significant differences between heayy and light viewers on all 
tests. (§jtposure to the program accountec^-^for the liat^est portions 
of variance^ on the tests of fila'ssificatioh, Close-iip - LongrShot, 
and Parts of the Whole. It accounted fpr smaller amounts of 
posttest variance on the remaining tests. 



\ 



t 
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Table 19; Predicted Posttest Means for the 
Two Extreme Viewing Quartiles 
in Schools 



Predicted Predicted % of Standard The Signifi- 

Mean of Mean of Variance Error of cance of the 

Lower Upper Attributed Predic- Differnece 

Viewing Viewing to tion Between the 

Quiflrtile Quartile Exposure Quarti les 

(N^56) (H^56) R2 (Sy.x)- F P_ 



The Test 



Parts of t+ie Whole 12.17 

Classification 17,64 * 
Field Independence ' 7,01 
Ordering of Pictures 1.76 
Points of View 3,58 
Figure & Ground , 1 .01 
Close-up - Long-shot 5.47 



19,60 9.U 

29.90 11,6 ^ 

11,31 7,8 

3.09 6.7 

5,53 J6,0 

7.11 ' 7.9 



io:69 



9.9 



2.11 
2.51 
i.27 
0.85 
0.83 
1.24 
1.33' 



5.23 
8.57 
4.52, 
4.80 
4.28 
5.86 
5.59 



' < .q5 

< .01 

< .05 

< .05 
' IT . 05 

< .05 

< .05 



Multiple Regression analysis based on the whole school 
sample (l^2?4) is presented in Table 20^ . In this' analysis the 
^ur measures of expos^ure are 6nter^ separately sinqe their 



intercorrelations were rather low in^ comparison to what wa5 

1 

found in the KG sample (spe Table ll)^ 

The first thing to note Is that the socio-economic 



\ 



thai 
ubs 



backgrou?id of the children, had a substantial negative 
contribution to the variance of enjoyment (-195l£) and to the \ 
var*ance of comprehenslpn of the p*^ogram*s content (-22,3%^.. 
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Table 20: Anjount of Posttest Variance Accounted for by Back- 
ground, laitta^l Acbievement and Exposure for All 
School Children (N=224) - 



CO 

to 



VarianceX Source 
of test . \of 
account. Variance 
for 



Viewing 
JEnjoyment 
Comprehension 
Sesame Street Test 



Back- 
ground 

SES & Total 

^ Pretest 



ContributioR of Exposure Measures 



Sesame Street 



+R 



Viewing 
2 



Enjoyment 
+r2 F 



Comprehension 
+R^ . ' F 



Test 



+R' 



Parts of the Wt^ole 
Classification \ 
Field .Independence 



Ordering o'f Pictures. .3.2 



Points of View 



Fi gur'e- * Ground 



- 1.8% 6.3% ,8.1% 
•]9.0 . 6.8 * 25.8. 
9.7 



-22.3 



5.5 j2,4 



0.5 
3.2 
1,5 



8.4 
1.2 



Close-up - Lon g-shot^ 4'.'6 



8.6. 
13.6 
19.8 
20.0 

8.8 
20.8 
12,1 



32.0 
17.9 

9.1 
16,8, 
21^3 
23.-2 
]7,2 
22,6 
16.7 



33.]'% 165.47*** 
4.0 ' 12.98** 
. 4.40* 



1.7 

-0.5 
-0.1 
-0.5 

-0:2 
-1:3 
-0.3 
-1.2 



1.14 

0)28 
U22 
"a, 27 
3-40 
0.66 
3.02 



1.3-% 4.44A 

0*.9 2,33 

-0.2 0.50 , 

-1.7. 4,12* 

-1.7 4,70* 

t 

.-2.5 6,68** 

'-0.1 0,16 
-0,1 ,0.18 

o,r 0,09 



6.6% 18.35** 



1 .V 
0.3 
1.5 
0.,5 
0,1 
0.4 
0,1. 



2.52 
a. 71 
4.04* 
1,44 ' 
0,0] 
0,88 
0,24 . 



21.8 
21.6 
5.6 



5.9 
9.2 

iTo 

?3.1 



ERIC 



P<.05 

p<:.oi 

P<.001 



65.59*^* 

72.94*** 

16, 60*^- 

17,26** 

26 , 03*** 

33.7^*** 

38,16*** 



I 

I 
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SES accounted also for only a small portion of the Sesame Street 
Test variance (5.5%). Thus* the pattern of relationships* 
between SES and exposure In the school sample differs markedly 
from the pattern in the KG sample. While in KG, MC children 
viewed the program more* enj6yed It more and recalledjt better; 
the opposite was true in the school sample* This is very much 
in keeping v/ith findings reported earlisr (section 1 of this 
chapter) which showed that while exposure of older MC children 
declined sharply as the season. progressed, that of LC children 
did not. The former, it was suggested^ became fatigued with the 
program, whose^^ssages appeared to be too childish for them. 

The second point to note relates to the contribution of 
exposure to the variance of the tests. After patiallirtg out 
the contributions of the background variables and initial 
achievements* tt becomes evident that exposure (or more specific 

cally, the scores on the Sesame Street Test) contributed 

\ 

substantially to the variance of three tests:- Parts of the Whole 
(21.8%), Classification (2K6%) and Close-jup - Long-shot (23J%). 
Ex:pos"ure accounted somewhat less for th^ variance of tKe \est of 
Figure and Ground (11.0%)^ It accounted for smaller portions of 
t^e variance of the remaining tests. ' 

In general it is possible to state that the program' s 
effect is stronger in the intended goal areas (Classi|^ic"dtion, 
and Parts of the Whole) and somewhat less so in the ar*eas of 
media-literacy)^ The only exception is the Close-up - Long-sho^> 
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test: 2^.1% of its variance ^s attributable to exposure to the 
program. Otherwise* it appears that *^exposure to the program 
accounted for less vad_ance on the media-Titeracy tests than on 
the tests of the intended goal areas. 

^ Finally* it is worth comparing the antunt of posttest 
variance attributable to exposure in the school sample with 
that in the KG sample* with regard to two cotrmon tests: 
Classification and Parts of the Whole. While exposure accounted 
for onlo? 8.4% of the Classification variance in KG» it accounted 
for 21,6% in the schools.^ the respective figures for the Test 
of Parts of the Whole are 13.3% and 21.8%. Does this mean that 
the program tiught the school children more than the KG ones? - 

It should be noterf at the outset that the total amount 
of ftrlancte of these tests accounted for by background and 
Rretests in KG is far Jarger than in the schools (53,7% vs. 
16,8%^ for Classification»\id 20.3% vs, 9.2% for Parts of the 
Whole), This suggests that #psttest performance of KG children 
is much mbre contingent upon their background and prior achieve- 
ments, whi^e in the schools these relationships are far weaker. 
Thus* the posttest performance of the school children* being * 
less influenced by home environment, prior knowledge and the 
V like, appears to be more fluid and more responsive tcJ external 
stimulation. 

Nevertheless* it appears to us that comparisons between 
the gains of KG and school children should be made with caution. 




-86- 



There might be some statistical artifact to account for the 
large discrepancies between the gains of the two samples. 

■» (2) Mho Mas Wore and Who Was Less Affected?- In Which Areas? 

Separate regression analyses for the LC and the MC groups 
are presented in table 21. On the whole, exposure to the progritfS^ 
had significant effects on both groups, with the exception of the 
Figure and Ground test where the LC children were not affected 
at all by exposure. It can be also seef> that the effects^ of 
exposure 6n the media-literacy tests were smaller than their effects 
on the intende^ goal areas. ^ 

The most important poi^t to note is that the MC children 
appear to be affected more st-rongly by exposure than the LC ones. 
Thus, e,g,, while exposure accounted for 21.3% of thetlose-up - 
Long-shot test in the MC group* it accounted for only 12.2% of 
the variance in the LC group. This difference cannot be explained, 
by different distributions of scores in the two groups, as the 
standard devjatiofjis are surprisingly similar* 
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Table- 21: Amount of- Posttest Variance Accounted far by Background 
Inttial Achievement and Exposure for Each $ES in Schools 



Variance 
of test 
account^cf , 



Source of 
variance 



Back- 
ground 
and 



Viewing 





¥ 


r r IT IrC^ ir 




■ F 


+r2 


F 


Viewing, 


MC 
LC 




4 

■ ' 








EnjoymeTCEi — r' 


MC 


16^9 


974% 


15,85** 








LC 


24,9 


?5,0 


, .175.56*** 






Lump r trri trn^ I uil 


Mr 




n 9 






Q 




LC 


28.4 


8.8 


8,95** 


0,9 


0,-92 


Sesame Street Test 


r\l 


* 

tD.b 


U 






2 , 30 




LC 


28.5 


9,6 


9 , 9&** 


-2.4 


■ 2.54 


Parts ^of the Whole 


MC 


10.3 


-0,2 


0.31 


1.5 


2;06. 




LC ■ 


25. B 


. -0.4 


' 0,34 , 


-1,3 


1.09 


Classification 


MC 


. 13.4 


0,2 


0.34 


0.2 


0.2ff 


• 


^LC 


30.1 


-0,4- 


' 0.38 


t2.5. 


2.32 


Fi ^iTTndependence 


MC- 


33,8 


0 


.0 


0,5 


0.95 




LC 


.24.5- 


—^3 


.0,26 


-0.8 ' 


0.66 


^Ordering of Pictures 


MC 


23.4 


0 


0 


-1,4 


' 2.39- 




LC 


34*. 4 


-0.1 


^:04 . 


-1.'8 


, -T.82 


Points ofn/iVw 


PIC' ■ 


14.8 


-i.3 


^^1.88 


0.4'^ 




it 


LC - 


20,9 ' 


-2.2 


1.83 


-'1.3' 


1.10 


Figure & Ground 


MC 


29.9" 


-0.1 ■ 


■ -Jl.98 


0 


0.07 


LC - 


■ 57.7 


0.1 


. ^.OU 


- 0 


0.01 


♦ 

Close-up - L3ng-shot 


MC 


19.0 


-1,4 


, 2.18 


1.1 


'1.68 




LC 


28,8 . 


-0.1 


0.05 


b.i 


' O.ID 



Contribution of Exposure Measures 

Enjoyment Comprehension Sesame Street Test 



-+R' 



+R' 



* P<.05 ** P<.01 



*** 



P<.001 



11,0 
4.3 



18.90** 
4.78* 



0.9 


1.23 


26,5% 


52. 6 1*^* 


r,i . 


0.97 


17.1 


19,06**/ 


0,1 


0.17 


30,6 


66,76*** 


Kl 


0.39 


12.9 


- 14,67** 


0,4 


0.68 


&.7 


13,78** 


1.4 


1.19 


9,7 


9,39** 


1.0 


1.59 


5.8 


. 18.45** 


a.i 


0.D3 


4.8 


5.02* 


3,2 


4.93* 


12.0 - 


21.27*** 


0.5 


,0.3,5 


8.7 


7.98** 


3.3 


6.01* 


J4,5 


34.27*** 


0 ' 


G.Ol 


3.7 


3.33 


2,2 


0.'33 


21,3 


45,22*** 


0 


0 


T2.? 


12.65** 
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The only test on >^hich LC seem to have benefited 
more, relative to their lower starts'* was the Field Independence 
Test. This brings fortK our previous hypothesis accor<]ing to 
which LC gain more in arMS of analysis {particularly visual 
analysis), while MC benefit more in areas of synthesis and 
abstraction. 

To examine whether this hypothesis is also supported 
in ttie school sample, a crossed-lagged panel correlation 
analysis was performed. It was expecte^*Ss before, that since 
analysis preceeds synthesis, early achievements in the former , 
should predict later achievements in^the latter, but not in 4he' , 
opposite order, field Independence, known to be an' analytic test,^ 
was intercorrelated with scores on the testi of Cla'Ssif ication and 
Parts of the Whole {assumed to pertain to synthesis) at two points 
in time. The analyses are presente^l in Figure 2. 



Figure 2: ^rpssed-Lagged Correlation Panel of 
Pee- and Posttest of Analysis and 
Synthesis (N=224) 



Posttest 
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Preiest 
(November) 



Classi- 
fication 



,20^ 
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Indepen- 
, 39** dence 



,33^ 




Field 
Indepen- 
dence . 



Part i 
Whole 



.03 



Part i 
Whole 



F4^1d' 
Indepen 
dence 




Field 
Indepen 
dence 
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In spite of the relatively low correlations 
diagonals^ they^ nonetheless tend to confirm our hypoth 
further corroborating the distinction between the 
each SES group gains more. 

Still another difference between the LC and MC childrerT * 

relates to the amounf of variance accounted for by initial ^ 

achievement and background factors in each posttest^ We 

* • 

systematically find that more of the variance is accounted for 
by these variables tir the* LC than in the MC group. The only 
exception 'is the Field Independence testi (^here ^there is a 
stronger relationship between background and posttest in the MC 
gro)(p. Thi$ is also the only test on which the LC benefited 
fram\xposiire to Sesame Street more th^tv-sth^^ 




It becomes evident that as the contribution of back- ^ 

.' ■ • V 

ground variables to posttest scores decreases, the contribution 
oT exposure to those sctfres tends to increase. ' This' is, on' 
first sight* only ? statistical-artifact" Actual ly» it suggests 
a rather important and profound difference. First, it should be 
noted that no such difference between LC^ and MC was found in the 



KG data. Second, there is no evidence to suggest that while the 
amount of variance accounted for by one source decreases* that 
another source becomes necessarily a more significant predictor. 
Nor is it the case that the LC group is either more heterogeneous, 
or, more homogeneous from the outset when compared with the MC 
group. Thus we cannot avoid the conclusion that -background 
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variables predict*posttest scores of KG children better than , 
for school children, and' that dmong the latter postte'st scores 
of LC are more contingent'upon their background than the % 
achjevenents of MC children, 

A similar finding was reported by McCandless and 
Roberts (1972). Their study was conducted on 443 7th graders 
in the U,S, Initial-skil 1 , measures were found\o be highly 
correlated with later achievements in their LC sam'ple (r - ,74) 
whil* no such correlation was found in'their MC group (r'= ,20) 
These f indlngs^could explain the widening gap between the 
"information poor'* and, the 'information rich*' (Katzman, 1973), 
which can be evidenced repeatedly in ITV and ETV studies. It 

appears as a general' ruTe that older and more well-to-do 

\ 

children are more susceptible to educational stimulation than 
younger and less well-to-do ones. The latter*s achievements' 
are more strongly bound by their background and prior achieve- 
ments, 

(3) HOW Much Was Media-Literacy Affected by the l^rogram? 

V 

As >e have pointed out already^ media-literacy was 
affected to a lesser extent'than the achievements in the ^ 
original goal areas. Since gaiT»s from the program'^ content 
were hypothesized to be related to Improvements In media- 
literacy, we examined the relations between them as they 
changed over time. It was. reasonable to hypothesize that while 
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it was not essential ,for the two areas to be interrelated befor> 
the broadcasting of the program, they shoulU become strongly^' 
associated at the end of the.sea$on. Sjjch a change should, 
however* gccur in the group of heavy viewers but^not in the 
group of light viewers. ^ 

Tables 22 and 23 present the correlations between the 
tests in the intendetf goal areas {Parts of the ^01 e and 
Classification) and those pertaining to media-literacy. Each 
table presents the correlations within the light-viewing group 
(upper triangle) and the'heavy-viewin^ group (lower triangle). 
Table 22 (see page"92j pertains to the pre-broadcasting testing* 
while Table 23 (see page 93) pertains to the post-broadcasting 
^testing. * / 

By and large, the correlations between the two areas of 
concern before the broadcasting of the program are quite low. 
The pattern changes significantly after the broadcasting season.^ 
There, is an iricnease in the correlation^ in'botlT^iewing 
quartiles. However, the increase in- the heavy-viewing group 
is far more salient than in the light-viewiitg group (median 
correlation of all the tests with the goal areas is .56 in the 
former aad .29 in the latter)* It^thu? appears, as expected* 
that much exposure to the program makes learning of the' 
program's content closely related to media-literac^. 

Another Question related to improvements in media- * 

J* 

literacy is'coffcemed with ^the psychological mechanisms through 
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Table 22; Intercorrelations Among the Pretest 
Measures' In Lower and -Upper , Viewing 
Quartiles I 

I 







1 


2 


3 


4 


. 5 


6 


7 


1. 


Parts of the Whole 




-.29* 


- .02 


.04 




.08 


■-.27* 


2. 


Classification 


"'-.06 




.16 


.13, 


^. 


. .08 


".07 


3. 

1 


Field Independence 


-.11 


.29* 




.40** 


.24 


.27* 


t.l2 


4. 


Ordering of 
Pictures 


-.02 


.'19 


.18 




.05 


.12 


.01 


5. 


Points of View • 


-.24 


-no- 


.04 


.03 




.16 


.26* 


e: 


Figure, & Ground 


-.32*' 


.30* 


.28* 


.07 


.26* 




.35*' 


7". 


Close-up- - 


-.20 


-.10 


.13 


.21 


.31* 


.23 





Long-Shot 



Note: Ss in the lower viewing quartile appear in tfre upper 
triangle; N=56; Ss of the upper viewing quartile 
appear in the lower triangle; N=56, 



* P<.05 
** P<,01 
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Table 23; ' 'Intercorrelations Among the Posttest 
Measures in Lower and Upper Viewing 
Quartilei 





4 


1. - ■ 


2 


3 


^ — 

* 4 


■ 5 


■6 


7 


1 . 


Parts of the Whole 




.48** 


.29* 


.25* ' 


.25* 


;24 ■ 


.39** 


z. 


Classification 


.81** 




.22 


■ .37** 


.25* 


.?1* 


.32* 




Field Independence 


.64** 


.56** 




.24 . 


.28* 


.15 


.18 


4. 


Ord'ering of 
^Pictures 


.46** 


.58** 


;V** 




.32* 


.27* 


.54** 


5. 


Points of View 


.52** 


.45** 


.56** 


.40** 


• - 


.16 


'.41** 


6. 


Figure & Ground 


\35** 


.46** 


.!J5** 


.60** 


.44**^ 




.25* ^ 


7. 


Close-up - 


.73** 


.76** 


.61** 


, . 56** 


* .45** 


.46** 





Long Shot 



Note; Ss in the lower viewing quartile appear in the upper 
triangJe;. N=56; Ss of the upper viewing quartile 
appear in the lower triang-le; N=56, 



P<-05 
P<.01 



\ 
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V 



which^ exposure to Sesame Street may have affected media-literacy 
skills. As discussed in the iJpening <;hapter of this report, 
two kinds of mechanisms were hypothesized to operate. 'Skills 
may have been called upon, or activated , and reinforced, whjle 
other skills have been overtly inodeled,, or supplanted , 
allowing for imitation and internalization* We hypothesized 
that t^ose skills which were measured by the tests "0\f Picture 
Ordering, Close-ufl - Long-shot and Field Independence were . 
activated by the prograro's television formats. Viewers wj^th 
aUequate initial mastery of these skills should be able to 
further improve in them. In contrast, skills measured by the 
tests of PQ[ints of View and Figure and Groud were assumed to 
be explicitly modeled or supplanted by the program*s formats 
and hence mainly the poor initial scorers should improve in them. 
Initially more capable viewers should not improve in these 
areas, thus zero or negative correlations would-be ex[ftcted . 
between initial and later ijastery of the supplanted skills. 

Table 24 presents the correlations of each test with 
itself (pretest correlated with posttest}, separately for the 
Heavy and light viewing quartlies. 



1 



/ 
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^ Table 24: 


1 

Correlations between Pretests and 
.Identical Posttests in thef^Two 
Extreme Viewing Quartiles. ' ^ 


X 




* 

Among Subjects in* 
the' Lower Viewing 
Quartile 

(N=55) ■ 


Among ouDjects m 
the Upper Viewing 
^Quartile 


Skills Which Were "Activated'*; 




1 


Ordering of Pictures 




.23 


J .46** 1 
.33* 


Close-up'^- Long shot 




.03 


Field I/idependence 




.24 


.36** ■ 


* 

Skills Which Were "Supplanted": 


1 


/ 


Points of View 




. 26* 


.01 


Figure & Ground. 

j' • 




.29* . 


-.40**. 


* P<.05 






1 


** pCoi 

V 




t ■ 


} 


i 

AV it becomes evidpnt from the table,, 


correlations , 


y between pre- and postte^f in the light viewing quartile were 
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relatively low, in fact lower than expected* on both types of 
tests. This is not the C4se in the heavy viewing quartiles. 
There, .tests of skills which were alleged to be activated by the 
program's formatss correlated positively with themselves over 
time, thus indicating that those who had^etter, ifiitial mastery- 
ilso h?d better mastery five months later. On the other hand, 
the correlations between the tests of supplanted skills were 

" 101 ■ 
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zero or negative, replicating previous findings (Salomon* 
1972). It thus appears that thildren with initially poor 
mastery benefit more when exposed to an explicit model that 
supplants a skill, while children with initially fair mastery 
either fail to benefit or even suffer a loss due, evidently, 

to interference. We should, coufSe, be careful in reaching 

\ /» ' 

hasty conclusions on the basis of t^se data, since the 
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<Jifferentiation between what was "activated" and what was 
"supplanted" was not the result of a controlled manipulation 
but the result of impressions only. Nonetheless, it seems 
that the findings support the hypothesis^od are in accordance 
with what was" found in earlier controlled studies. 

/■ . 

(4) Suimiary 

School children^ were affepted by exposure to the 
progrp.ln the original 9oal areas of achievement as well as- 
In the area of media-literacy. Generally, the school children N 
gained more than KG ones> but a comparison between the two 
samples may be slightly mfs^leading due to differences in the ^ 
^testing procedures. 

Among the school children, MC gained more than LC ones 
except for in Field Independence in Which LC seem to have 
gained slightly more. A<^itional analyses tended to provide 
further support of our hypothesis according to which LC 
children gained more in the area of visual analysis while MC 
ones gain more in the area of syi\thesis. 



The school children were more strongly affected in thh 
intended goal areas than in the area of media^l iteracy/ There 
IS evidence to support the hypothesis that improveirients in the^ 
goal areas, which are based on the prograiri^s content , becoirie 
more closely a^^ociated with iTTiproveiTients in iriedia-l iteracy 
which result froiri exposure to the prograiri^s foririat s. Further* 
more, it was found that children with initially poor iriastery 
of TTiedia-1 iteracy, skill s benefit more when skills are explicitly 
^TTiodeled or supplanted by the proorairi's formats, while those with 
better initial mastery benefit more when sjcills are called upon, 
or activated. 
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DISCUSSION AND C0I16t4JSI0NS • 

t * ' 

Generally, it was found tftat exposure to Sesame Street 
differentjentially affected children's achieve»nents in the originally 

Intmded goa] areas and, to a somewhat >esser extent, skill, 
mastery in the area of media-literacy. 

The first question which needs to be asked about the 
findings Is whether it was in fact exposure to the program 
which contributed to the variance of the tests oV whether 
there were other factors involved. This question is important 
in light of the major statistical method used to analyse the 
data. It i? even more important in light of the fact that among 
the measures of exposure, it was tbe Sesame. Street Test which 
accounted for the largest portions of posttest variance. The 
other measures of exposure (viewing, enjoyment and comprehension) 
taken on six occasions during the broadcasting sea'^on* contri- 
buted moderately to the KG posttest, and hardly at all to the' 
posttests of the school children. 

The Sesame Street Test included 12 multiple choice 
items pertaining to salient segments which appeared in the 40 
shows over the fiv^ months brojidcasting season. There was a 
25% chance of correctly answering by guessing. A child who 
guessed could receive a score of'only three points without even 
watching the program. It would be rather impossible to obtain 
a higher score on the test without ever watching the program. 

' lOV. 
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It therefore stands to reason that the test was a fair. measure 
of one's recollections of what was shown on the screen. 

Still, It is tbe-«^se that Sgs^itie Street Test scores 
correlated between .59 (in the Lp) apd .47 (In the MC) with 
oyerall comprehension scdres in the KG sampW, Sut only .32 and 
.41 respectively. in the school sample. The answer to this is 
to be found in the data on the consistency of viewing. The^ 
older the children* tKitlc^ss consistent their viewing of the 
progi:^m^ particularly among tht MC. ffc^ grad^ school children*' 
^became, as we have seen,, less consistent and more haphazard 
viewers, as the season progressed. Still, their overall 
comprehension of the program exceeded that of younger children. 

r 

Thus, no wondfer that the correlations between Sesame StVegt 
Test scon^ and periodic comprehension scores were lower in the 
schools than in the KG. These lowered correlations do not imply 
however, that the Sesame Street Test was less valid in the ^ 
schools, 

i 

^ Moreover, the Sesame Street Test was not a measure of 
the sheer amount of time devoted to viewing the pnogram. Rather 
It was a measure of what the child recalled from the program; 
a memory factor was tapped by the test. The fact that'scores 
on this test correlated between .16 and .43 with pretest 
achievements further indicates that the test pertained to 
intellijent viewing of the program rather than to the antount 
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of viewtng time,^ It is Interesting to note in this respect 
that while the measure of viewing contributed only a little 
-*to posttest variance, ft was ^he measure of intelligent viewing 
which, contributed the most- Indeed, the program was very • 
demanding due, mainly, to its novel formats, thus allowing the 
child who viewed the program more intelligently to gain from 
U »^ore. ^ 

It may be concluded that perhaps the most important 

factor tn learning from a program such as Sesame Street is. not 

the actual time spent watching it but rather the intelligent 

process of viet^ing- This appears to be especially pronounced 

in schools where time spent at the sofeen or enjoyment of the 

material had little effect. In compJrftOTilf enjoyment of KG 

children had some effect Qn learning ovtco/ies, particularly 

when no outside encouragement was given •/ Enjoyment- turns out 

to be a rather important factor for KG childrer>. It loses 

6 

*%fts importance when a child grows older. 

I, 

* * 
Another question arising from the findings is concerned 

with the size of gains made by the different age groups. How 

can we explain the fwi^uig wherebj? the program's effects increase 

according to the age of the children? ^^mination of the overall 

means of viewing, comprehension and scores vr\ the Sesame Street 



The variance tommon to the Sesame Street Test and the pretests 
was, of course, partialled out irt our regression analyses. 
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Test se^ to provide the answer. The overall mean viewing scores 
of. KG children is 3.2, that of G-2 is 4.1, and that of G-3 is 
4.^. The mean comprehension scores are 1.65^ 3.6\ and 3.9, 
respectively. The mean scores an ithe Sasame '.Street Test are 
5.13, 7.65 and 8.26 in the same order. Thus, it can be seen that 
viewing, and especially intelligent viewing increases with age. 
If it was exposure to the program which, as expect^ed, contributed 
to. achievements, then it becomes evident that the older children 
who watched more also.gain>d more. 

*Moreo§a/er» we have also found that acliievements of younger 

*■ 

*■ 

and of lower SES children are more st^rongly tied to their back: 
ground and prior achievements than the achievements of older and 
of higher SES children. Achievements ,whiph are highly dependent 
on background* factors and on prior achievements are apparently 
-more stable 4nd less susceptible to external stimulation. 
Naverthesless, we find in certain subtest greater gains for the 
LC groups tffan^for the Mt groups. - Exposure to the program^ in 
those cases* accounts for more posttest variance among tile LC 
than among the MC • . 

*■ 

t 

r 

Sesame Street s it was observed^ was rather demanding to 
Israeli children , due, apparently^ to Hts novel t)reiSentation 
formats. It was hypothesized that its comprehension and the 
learning of its contents must go hand in har>d with improved 
media-literaipy. Such improvements were observed in school 
childr'en -and hardly at all in the KG group, 'This should come 
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as no surprise. The media-literacy tests employed in KG were 
of skills Which we assumed to be called upon, rather than 
supplanted by ^the^program's* formats. Skills which were assumed 
to be overtly supplanted^ were not dealt with in KG. Some fair 
initial mastery of a skill is needed to allow its improvement 
Ifhen called upon. However/ KG children had rathet" poor initial 
mastery of these skills, suggesting that their explicit 
supplantation would be tnore effective. 

One conclusion which emerges from the study is that a 
-program such as Sesame Street , tfhen transferred to a less 
television-experienced culture, may turn out to be highly 
landing due to the novelty of its formats^ Novel formats 
call upon mental skills with which the less television-wise 
viewers may not be equipped. Thus, the ones to gain most fT;om 
the program are the older and initially better able viewers, 
8ut they may not be the- intended target population, nor the 
ones who Should profit must from such a Program, 

A second conclusion is that between contents and 
formats of a program there may be a mismatch. Particularly 
whert transferred to a culture for which it was never designed. 
While the contents of Sesame Street fit universally the age of 
preschoolers, its formats turn out to be more appropriate for 
tider children. Yet, once the older children succeed in 
mobilizing the mental skills needed, for the processing of the 
novel fonnats, they find out that the contents transmitted by 
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these fomats are far too simple 01* even too childish for them. 
However, although the demands placed by%^the novel fonnats 



OV 

give an .initial advantage to older and better able childrenT 



younger and less able ones gradually get adjusted to them. 
Getting adjusted means becoming' better able to master the 
necessary elements of media-literacy, required by the* pro gram's 
formats. A demanding program such-as Sesame- Street may> when 
transferred to other cultures, be initially less effective in^""^ — 
teaching its intended contents, but could over time lead to improved 
media-literacy, and to conGOfimitant gains in educational y:)bjectives. 

Media-literacy, as we have observed, can be improved, 
although it is not easily done. It may take much exposure to 
beth skilt-supplanting and skilNactivating formats to introduce 
changes in media-literacy. This may turn out to be as desirable 
an outcome as acquiring specific knowledge inasmuch as it enables 
children to make better use of television ar^d possibly other 
visual media. Indeed, it was found in the study that improvements 
in the knowledge goal areas went hand in hand wTth changes in 
media-literacy. 

Finally, we turn t,o the differential effects of the 
program on LC and MC children. The fact that LC children's 



In a controlled experiment, one group of second graders saw 
eight Sesame Street shows. When compared to control -groups, 
it, was found that the children in the Sesame Street group 
far exceeded the others in their ability to learn from an 
unfamiliar science film. 
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scores were more strongly associated with exposure on some 
posttests could be interpreted as resulting from a ceiling 
reached by* the MC children. This, however, did not seem to be 
the case (see tables of pre- and [^st^est means). We have 
suggested. a distinction between the kinds of tests on which 
each group gained more. Thus, it was speculated that while LC 

children gain more on-analytic aiid visual xiisfrimination tests, 

\ * ^ • 

HC children gain more oa tests of syntheses and abstraction. 

Correlational analyses indicated that the two types of tests 

are, apparently, hierarchK^Vly oj^dered. 

This- does not mean, however,, that LC profited more, 
the whole, than MC children. Rather, it suggests that MC 
^children have, reached a reasonable level of mastery in the 
analytic and discrinfination area, thus allowing th^ to improve 
more in another, hierarchically higher order set of skills* A 
possil^le* conclusion one can draw is that the program can t>e 
simultaneously effective for audiences of varying educational 
,\^levels, such that substantial gains can be achieved by both 
LC {knd HC children. It should be noted that r\6 gap has been 
closed between LC and MC children; while the former tjas improved 
in an hierarchically lower*order apea. It thus Vpears that' 
Sesame Street allows each SES group to gain in intellectual areas 
that best compl^onent tJheir initial level of mastery. 
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APPENDIX I; EXPOSURE 



Appendix la: Sample of Exposure Questionnaire 

1. Did you watch Ihe television program "Sesame Street*' yesterday? 




2, How much time did you spend watching the program? 




Watched a Watched Watched Watched 

little half the most of all of 

time the time the time 



3. If you saw the "Sesame Street" program, how much did you 
enjoy ft? ' . . " 




I did not I enjoyed it I enjoyed it 

enjoy ft- a little, a lot. 



Conl^nt Questions : 

' 1. What did Kennit the frog tall^-about?, 

a . ■ Eyes ' . ■ 

b. Cars 

V > 

c . Ha 1 r 

d. Football . " . 

t * 

2. What did^the child do in the movie? 

a. R4de on a b'lcycle 

r 

b. Draw pictures 

c. Played with^h'is ffiends. 

d. Worked on a f ishi||^boat. 

3. What did Bud and Jim do yesterday in the program? 

a. Played on a seesaw 

b. Nailed a nail on 'the wall 

c. Made a. pape| plane 

d. Prepare(jKa meal 

. ■ I 

4. How did Bt^Bird find out how much is thfe number 6 
■ a. He counted the pumber of fingers on his legs 

b. LooVed in a book 

c. Asked Mr. Hoopef. 

d. Counted half a dozen eggs. 

!$ 



Appendix lb: Te^t of Sesame Street 



Mr, Hooper^has a store where he sells:- 
a. Shoes \ ^ ^ ^ 

b- Cameras ^ ■ ' ^ 

c. Candj^nd food 

d. Animals 

m * ' 

The fat clown bought the thin clown a picture as a present 
but suaffenTy~dl5co^6red thaf^t was not a picture but a:- 

a. Toy 

b. Bicycle ^ - 

c. Mirror ^ ' . 

d. Broom ;^ 

The English letter "0" looks like:- . 

b. 0 ■* i 

c. S 
Id. W 

OneHime the two clowns tried to put into boxes two pairs of 
a. Gloves ^ ^ 



b. Socks 

c. Eye-glasses 

d. Shoes 



^ 

' li7 



5, B1g Bird js always sad because':- 

a. (ioesn*t T,ike to wash. in a tub 

b. They don't give him ice-cream ^ 

c. He is lar^e, clumsy and hits things 

d. Paint was spilled <vi him ^ >^ ^ 

6, The (iwo clowns walked in the street wi.th a lot of umbrellas; 
when it started to rain they:- . f 

a. Forgot to open the umbrellas < ^ ' 

b. Hi.t each other with the umbrellas 

^ Cv Gave^the umbrellas to other people 
' d. Opened the umbrellas but did not hold thefihover their heads 

7, Oscar lives in a:- 

a. Cellar 

b. Garbage Can ' ' ^ ' . 

c. Bath Tub 

d. Candy Store 

8, ,The two clowns* Bud and Jim> had difficulties hanging a picture 

of a bird becai^e:? 

a. The nail was too small * - 

b. They held the nail the wrong way , . 

• f 

c. They did not have a hanmier 

d. They were not strong enough 



9. Every time they present numbers in the^program, at the end 
a. Mr, Hooper appears and hands out candy 

/ b. Balloons go up to the sky , - 

c, A baker with cakes falls down the stairs 

d. > A dog barks a ^ew times 

10. Qj^e time the clown tried to play;- ^ 
Football 
On the seesdw 

c. Follow the leader 

d. Hide and Seek . ^ 

A 

11. The Engli>5h letter "S" looks like:- ^ 

a. E . ' . > 

b. 0 ' 

c. S ♦ 

d. W 

12. One day the th1n clown brought home a new Ironing* board. 
How did the two clowns get it into the house? 

a. They broke the walls 

b. They brought it in through the window 

c. They brought it in through tha chimney 

d. They took the ironing board back to the stoj^e. 
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Appendix 2a: Test of Ordering of Pictures 
Instructfons to child: "Here are a few pictures which tell a story. 

4 

But they are in a confused order. What should the proper order be.?" 
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Appendix 2b: Test of Points of View 

Instructions to child: "took at the upper most picture. Think 
of the sailor on the boat. How would the sailor on the boat see 
the shore?" 
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Appendix 2c: Test of Figure yd Ground 

Instructions to child: *7his picture entails many things. 
Write down 'everything > large or small, you can see in this 
drawing'*. 
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Appendix 2d: Test of Close-up - Long-shot 

Instructions to child:* "Look at the upper picture. It is a 
detail of something larger that appears in one of the four 
pictures below.. In which one of them''?' * 
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APPENDIX 3 



AMOUNTS OF VIEWING, ENJOYMENT, AND COMPREHENSION ^ 

Table No.. 1: Amount of Viewing on Six Different 
Occasions (in percents} 



The 

Occasion 


Did not 
View 
at all 


Viat<ed 
About a 
Quarter 
of t|e 
Broafi- 
cast 


V i ewed 
About . 
Half of 
the 

Broad- 
cast 


Viewed 
About 
Three 
Quarters | 
'Of the 
Broadcast 


Viewed 
the 
Uhole 
Program 


I 


6 


17 ' 


7' 


• 14 


56 


n 


8 


15 


5 / 


14 


58 


in 


11 


16 


6 


15 


52 , 


IV 


11 ' 


17 


7 


14 




V 


■ 7 ' 


28 




20 


38 


VI 


10 




^ 5 


16 


37 



Overall • ■ '9 21 6 15 ~ . 49 

Mean 
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JabTe No. 2: Anx)unt of Viewing of LC and MC Children 
jt)n Six Occasions (in Percents) 



" Viewed 







Viewed 


Viewed 


About 


Viewec 






. About a 


About 


Three 


the 








no 1 T OT 


L(ua rters 


nrio 1 € 






of the 


the 


of the 


Pro- 


The 


View 


Broad- 


Broad- 


Broad- 


gram 


uccas lon 


at all 


cas u 


ca 5 u 


cast 




I LC 


4 


23 


5 


16 


52 


MC 


7 


14 


8 


13 


58 


II LC 


4 


-T- 


6 


- 15 


59 


MC 


10 




4 




58 


III LC 


- 6 


20 


4 


\ 17 


' 53 


MC 


16 


13 . 


* 6 


■ 14 

it 


51 


IV LC 


6 


20 - 


8 


15 


51 


MC 


15 . 


15 * 


6 


13 


51 


V LC 


4' 


35 


n 


13 


37 


MC 


9 


23 


4 


' 25 


39 


"VI LC 


8 


31 


5 


, 13 


43 


.MD 


12 


34 


5 


17 


32 



* 0 



t - 











o 
















o 


















c 










X 


c 




<u 




w 






c 
















c 






















"O 




c 




to 


o 






Csj 




1 






























d 




















to 









-o 

J .-IE 
qj <u o o <a 
^ ^ u t-. 
^ ^ 3 ^ cr 



-O OI u 

<U ^ <U ^ -C 

2 7 0^ U ^ 

O 1- o 

^ ^ P 

o- o CD 



-o o u 
O) ^ -o 

a> o f— <u p 
<C 3: ^ CD 

















to w 


to 


-o 




u 




^ ^ -c 




3 w 






O 


o 






w 


> Cr O 


CD 



o «— 

o > .4: 



to 00 

LO LO LO 



00 ro 



^ Csj 
1 — OJ 1— « 



C5 Csj ro 



LO LO 



LO o 



oj 



1— « LO 00 



^ 



C5 OJ oo 



ERLC 



<T» ^ O 

^ ir> lo 



ro 00 LO 



CO 



cr* csj 



LO <i£) 



C5 OJ ro 



ro 00 ro 

LO ^ LO 



00 t£> 00 



<NJ <T» ^ 



^ Csj 



C5 OJ ro 



.— CsJ .— 



O ^ 



^ oj 
Csj oj m 



I — Csj cr* 



00 <T» 



LO O ' 
.— CNJ 



<Nj 00 



^ <NJ O 

CNJ ro ^ 



^ 00 



C5 CNJ ro 



Table No. 4: Amount of Enjoyment on Six 
Occasions (in^ pencents) 
4t 



The occasion 


Did Not Enjoy 


Enjoyned A Little 


Enjoyed Very Much 


I 


22, 


IT 

. 16 


62 


II 


■ 23 


10 


67 


IM 


28 


13 


■ 59 


IV " 


29 


11 


\ 6* - 


V 


35 , 




' 50 - . ■ 


VI 


42 


12 


46 










OVERALL 








MEANS 


30 


lar - 


57 
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Table No. 5: Amount of Enjoyment on Six-Occasions 
of LC and MC.Children (in peiients) 



4 J 

The Occasion - Did Not Enjoy Enjoyed A Little Enjoyed Very Much 



I . LC 
MC 


26 13 61 
19 18 63 

* 


II LC 
MC 


' 20 12 68 
24 10 66 


III LC 
MC 


25 * 14 61 
29 11 ' 59 


IV LC 
MC 


^. ^ '. '■ 

26 13 ■ 61 - 
30^ 11 59 

; C . 


V LC 
( MC 


38 16 ' 46 
32 15 53 


VI LC 
MC 


37 9 54 
46 14 40 
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Table No. 5: Amount of Enjoyment on Six Occasions 

of KG, G*2 and G-3 Children (in percents) 



The Occasion Old Not Enjoy Enjoyed a Little Enjoyed Very much 



I KG 
G-2 
' G-3 


24 " 19 ' ,57 

23 17 60 
18 " 14 ' '68 


II KG 
G-2 
G-3 


* 

26 ' 15 59 „ 
21 10 69 
21 * 1 7 - 72 

f ■ ' 


III .KG 
G-2 
G-3 


33 ^ 12 55 
22 16 62 
28 11 61 


IV KG 
G-2 
• G-3 


26 15 59 
32 9 ' -59 

27 11 62 , 


V K& 
^ G-2 
G-3 


35 • 14 51 

30 12 ' ' - 58 
39* 21 40 


VI ' KG 
G-2 
Gf-3 


4-1- 7 52 
39 14 47 
47 13 40 
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Table No- 7: Comprehension on Six Different 
Occasions (1n percents) 



The \ 
Occasion 


Answered 
\ Correctly , , 


1 

Question 


2 

Questions 


3 

Questions 


4 

Questions 


> 

I 




39 


22 


22 


17 


II 




32 


22 


16 


30 


III 


* 


31 


11 


9 


49 


IV 




35 


7 


' 8 


50 


v\ 




41 


9 


8 


42 


VI 




48 


8 


'lO 


, 34 


Overall 
Mean 




37.5 
\ 


■ 13 

* 


12 


* 

37 
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Table No. 8: Comprehension of LC and MC Children 
on Six Different Occasions (in 
percents) 



The 



V Answered 



I ^ LC 
MC 


51 26 * 17 6 
30 17 ■ 27 26 


11 LC 
MC 


35 -37 19 9 
30 11 15 46 


III LC 
MC 


30 ■ 20 13 37 
V 31 4 7 58 


IV LC 
MC 


37 12 12 39 
33 3 5 _ 59 


V . LC 
MC 


51 . 12 11 26 

' 34 ^ ) 5 o 56 


VI LC 
MC 


46 13 9 ' 32 
49 3 11 37 
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Table No. 9: Comprehension of KG, G-2 and 

Chiidren on Six Dtfferfent Occasions 
, (in percents) 



\ Answered 
The \Correctly. - 
Occasion\ 


. 1 

Question 


2 

Questions ' 


3 

Questions 


4 ' 

Questions 


I 


G-3 


58 
37 
27 


- 28 
23 
12 


' 9 

28 
28 


5 1 
12 
35 


•II 


KG 

G-2 

G-3 


34 
36 
26 


21 ^' 
17 


13 
17 
• 17 


23 
26 
40 


III- 


KG 
G-2 

• G-3 


40 

28' 


^ 22 
8 
3 


' 14 

5 

10 


24 
62 
• 59 

V 


IV. 


KG 

G-2 

G-3 


43 
33 
28 


13 
4 
6 


13 
7 
4 

t 


31 
"56 
62 


V 


KG 

G-2 

G-3 


48 
34 
42 


8 

.7 ' . 
9 


if 
7 
6 


33 
52 
43 


VI 

f 


-KG 
>-2 

G-3 ■ 


54 ■ 

42 

50 


10 

5 
6 


14 
8 . 


22 
45 
36 
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Table No- 10: Comprehension on Six Different 
Occasions by SES and Age (in"* 
percents) 



Answered 
^Correctly, 



The 



Question 
1 



Question 
2 



Question 
3 



Question 
4 



Occasion \ 


LC 


MC 


. LC 


MC 


'LC 


MC 

L 


»LC 


MC 


I KG 


66 


48 


29 


27 


5 




. 0 


11 


G-2 


51 


28 


28 


20 


.13 


38 


9 


14 


G-3 


.32 


23 


18 


8 


39 


21 


n 


48 


II KG 


' 34 


34 


f-^ 


2a 


f- 

20 


5 


9 


41 


G-2 


43 


32 


-36 


12 


13 


20 


9 . 


37 


G-3 


26^ 


25. 


39 


4 


26 


13 ■ 


8 


ss* 


III KG 


36 


45 


36 


5 


14 


14 


14 


36 


G-2 


28 


22 


13 


5 


4 


5 


55- 


67 


G-3 

• * 


U 


31 


5 


1 


21 


4 


50 


62 


J — 

IV KG J 


52 


32 


> 

14 


.11 


14 


11 


20 


46 


G-2 


28 


37 


6 


1 


13 


4 


53 


58 


G-3 


26 


30 


. 16 




8 


1 


50 


69 


V KG 


54 


41 


11 


5 


16 


5 


* 19 


50 


G-2 


55 


21 


9 


5 


2 


11 


34 


63 


G-3 


42 


42 


18 


6 


16 


0 • 


24 


52 


VI . KG 


55 


48 


16 


7 


13 


16 


16 


30 


G-2 


38 


45 


9 


3 


~ 6 


9 


43 


43 


G-3 


39 


55 


16 


1 


5 


10 


39 


33 




ERIC 



i:>3 



